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PREFACE 


The first draft of this translation was typed over five years ago. 
Since it was considered solely an accompaniment to a better edition 
of the text, than that of the Vizianagaram Sanskrit series, it was laid 
by and revised by fits and starts, as the text got corrected. The latter 
was a rather lengthy process, because of difficulties both in getting 
Mss. and in printing. Partly as a result of this, and partly because 
Dr. Sen*s ill-health prevented him from revising the draft made by 
Mr. Sastri, what is now offered to the public is not as uniform as 
may be desired. It is hoped, however, that it will prove a reliable aid 
to such as may require one for the understanding of the Vivaranar 
jpraineyasahgraha* Tn looking through the draft when it was made,, 
getting a typescript of it, looking up references, occasionally checking 
the proofs, and preparing the word-index, Dr. T. M. P. Mahadevan 
of Pachaiyappa’s College, Madras, has rendered invaluable service* 
Other willing helpers have been Dr. T. B. Chintamani and Dr. 
V. Baghavan of the Sanskrit Department, University of Madras. 
The Sri Vidya Press, Kumbakonam, has done its work with commend- 
able promptitude and care. To all these, we tender our grateful 
thanks. Words will not avail to thank Andhra University for consent- 
ing to bring out the publication in these days of high costs. 
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VIVARANAPRAMEYASANGRAHA. 

1- That abode of beneficent bliss which, as the self of 
all, delighting all beings here and hereafter, through a fraction 
of itself, shines in the lotus of the heart, into that do ascetics 
enter. 


2. This compendium of the topics dealt with in the 
^Elucidation* (the Vivarana of Prakasatman) of the ‘Gloss* 
(tika i-e. the FaUcapUdihcl of Padmapada) on the ‘Commentary* 
(i. e. the Sailkarabhaf?ya on the Veddnta Sutras) is written 
to the end of obviating the difliculty due to the relationship 
(of each earlier work to the succeeding one) as the expla- 
nation (only) of those (particular passages) which are to be 
explained (thus failing to give a continuous account). 

3. They, because who have studied the Vedanta of the 
injunction of obligatory study of one’s own section of the 
Veda and are in doubt as to its (true) meaning, these are the 
persons eligible for (the study of) Vedanta Sutras, the Com- 
mentary thereon and such other works. 

I. The injunction of study “one’s own section of the 
Veda is to be studied”^ is obligatory since there is the dictum 
that “the Veda with its six subsidiaries (disciplines) is 
to be studied and known by a brahmin as a religious duty 
without any (ulterior) motive ”^ For. if the study of the 

iTaitt Arapyaka, II, 16. 

_ ' 

^Quoted aa Agama 3n Patafijali’a Mahablift 9 ya, I, 1, 1, (Kielhorn, Vol. I, p. 1) 
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Veda be optional there would be (the fallacy of) mutual 
dependence in this way, that when there is the knowledge 
of the meaning (of the Veda) there would be desire^ and when 
there is desire there would be knowledge of the meaning 
(of the Veda) for one who has launched upon the study 
of the Veda with its six subsidiaries. Therefore it is only 
on the strength of an obligatory injunction that everyone 
studies the Veda with its six subsidiaries and understands its 
meaning. When owing to the influence of the maturation 
of accumulated religious merit some individual desires to 
attain the unsurpassable (supreme) goal of man, he seeks for 
its means in the Veda and understands this (which follows). 
As it is said in the text, *‘For the love of the self, however 
everything is dear’*^, that everything else is dear only as 
subsidiary to the self, he who has no attachment to things 
other than the self is the eligible person ; (by the Upanisadic 
passage) beginning with **When the the self is seen, heard, 
and known, all this, indeed, becomes known, and conclu- 
ding with “This much indeed is immortality”^, it is declared 
of the seeing (intuition) of the self that it is the means to 
immortality, the supreme human goal ; (but) as ‘seeing’ which 
is not dependent on human eflfort cannot be prescribed, the 
‘seeing’ of the self is restated (in order to show its connection 
with what is to be enjoined) in “The self is to be seen”^, 
and as the means to it (i.e. seeing), there is enjoined, in “(It) 
is to be heard, reflected and^ meditated on“^, ‘hearing’ 


* Brh.. II, iv, 6 

2 Ibid , IV, V. 6 

3 Ibid.. IV, V, 16 

4 Ibid., IV, V, 6 
6 Ibid. 
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as the principal (means), along with its subsidiaries, reflection 
and meditation, which are auxiliaries in achieving the fruit. 


II. Now if it be said that, since for a person learned in 
the Veda with its six subsidiaries though there be knowledge 
of the (literal) sense, there is no understanding of the purport, 
in the absence of inquiry, the sense understood by such cannot 
be what is intended by scripture, not so (we reply), for this 
purport alone of scripture is declared in the puranas. It is 
thus: 

“By the passages of the gfcripture (the self is) to be heard; 
it is to be reflected on through, (sound) reasonings ; and after 
knowing, it is always to be meditated ui>on. These are the 
means to ‘seeing’ (the self). 

“Of these, first, O foremost among ascetics, ‘hearing’ 
consists only in the ascertainment of the express sense and 
purport through marks^ like the initial passage etc., 

“ in the case of all Vedanta passages, from the beloved 
mouth of the preceptor. ‘Reflection’ is pondering over 
arguments which are in support of the (Vedanta) passages. 


“ Meditation is one-pointed attention in respect of 
^hearing’ and ‘reflection.’ What are known as ‘meditation’ 
and ‘reflection’ O wise ones, are both of them 


^^subsidiaries auxiliary to achieving the fruit. Through 
them, O excellent men, a^e destroyed, without a trace, doubt 
(of impossibility) and delusion (of the contrary possibility).’’ ® 


* The six miirkA determinative of purport are : the harmony of the initial and 
concluding passages, repetition, novelty, fruitfulness, glorification by eiilo- 
gistio passages or condemnation by deprecatory passages and intelligibility 
in the light of reasoning. ^ 

^Mftnavopapurftna, ch, IV. 
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“ Hearing has priority over reflection and even medita- 
tion* It is the immediate cause;, indeed, in the origination 
of knowledge, O wise ones. 

‘‘More remote is reflection which excludes other (views); 
so too is meditation (thereon) ; calmness, restraint of the 
senses etc* belong in sequence to the body of modus operandi , 

“Then, for the one who is well-established in the study of 
the Veda with all its subsidiaries^ there arises from 
the Vedic passages a certain mental psychosis, which is pure 
and whose sphere is the unity of the inner (self) and Brahman. 

“The manifestation of intelligence which occurs on that 
(occasion), which is self-established and beneficient, that alone 
is Brahman-knowledge ; that alone is the destroyer of 
nescience*”^ 

“Through the instrumentality of the (sacred) word there 
arises forcefully a mental psychosis, perfect and firm, which 
has the form of the identity of the inner (self) and Bi'ahman, 

“ And the seer of that (psychosis) is the inner self, which 
is self-luminous by its own nature that is identical with pure 
Brahman, 

“The self-manifestation (of Brahman) in its own nature, in 
that (psychosis), O great sages, is tjalled Brahman-knowledge. 
The ignorance of that (Brahman) is revealed by intelligence, 

“and is established only as an appearance; like the owl’s 
(experience of) darkness (during day-time), it is, in truth 
non-real ; it devours itself by itself. 


* PArftilaropapurft]:ia, oh,’ XIV 
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“ The serene self, O wise ones, (destroys) by itself nes- 
cience and its effects. In its nature as the perfect Brahman 
it alone remains over. 

** The being which thus remains is the sphere of one’s 
own experience alone. That by which this is established, O sup- 
reme among the learned, (that) is indeed divine knowledge. 

III. Now, even thus, an injunction in respect of 
‘hearing’ is not intelligible. It is thus: Is that (injunction of 
hearing) an injunction of the novel (apvlrva-vidhi) like (the 
one prescribing) the jyoti^toma etc., or is it a restrictive 
injunction (niyamavidhi) like (the one prescribing) the 
pounding (of rice-grains in a mortar) etc., or is it an exclusive 
injunction (parisankhya-vidhi) like (the one i^rescribing that) 
only five five-nailed animals may be eaten etc. ? Not the firsts 
since in respect of the perceptible fruit, Brahman-knowledge, 
instrumentality is established for the ‘hearing’ etc. of the 
Vedanta through co-piesence and co-absence. Indeed, it is 
patent in the world that the ‘hearing’ of medical science is in- 
strumental to the understanding of its subject-matter. Not 
the second, because of the absence of a ground for the assump- 
tion of an adr^ta consequent on the restriction. In the 
pounding etc., however, the final aptlrva, born of the adysta 
consequent on the restriction, is itself the ground of the 
assumption (of an adrsta from the restriction). Nor is 
Brahman-knowledge born of adrsta, for there is no instance 
of bare co-absence. For it is not within observation that even 
when there is the ‘hearing’ etc. of the Vedanta, Brahman- 
knowledge does not arise (merely) because of the defect, 
namely, the absence of an adrsta consequent on the restriction. 


1 M&naTopapurftQA, cb. IV. 


A. 
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And even if knowledge w^ere somehow born of adr^fa, such an 
injunction would conflict with the Commentary (of ^lafikara)^ 
since in the commentary on the aphorism relating to (harmo- 
nious) synthesis (the existence of any) injunction (in respect 
of hearing) is refuted with great effort. Otherwise there is 
the contingence of sentence- split (vilkya-bheda) in the case of 
the Vedfintas, as having injunction for piirport and as having 
Brahman for purport (at the same time). Nor even the third, 
since, as in the relinquishment of (the eating of) other animals, 
when the eating of five-nailed animals as also of the other 
animals not having five-nails is established otherwise (e- g., 
natural appetite), there is not establishment through any 
source other than the Upanisads, for the intuition of the self. 
Therefore there is no injunction of ‘hearing.’ 

IV. To this it is said (in reply). In respect of adhya- 
yana, though having the perceptible fruit, vix-, knowledge 
of dharma, a restrictive injunction is certainly admitted. 
Now if it be thus even in the matter of the knowledge of 
dharma, which is a minor human goal and is remote, 
need it then be said that there is restrictive injunction with 
regard to ‘hearing’ as the means of Brahman -intuition, the 
supreme human goal? If in the. study of the Veda, the (final) 
apnrva of the sacrifice, born of niyama-’drsta, be the ground for 
the assumption of that (adrsta), then, even in respect of ‘hear- 
ing’ let Brahman-knowledge be ^ae ground of the assumption of 
that; for Brahman-knowledge is born of all adrstas, since there 
is the smrti, “ All action in its entirety, 0 Partha, attains its 
consummation in knowledge. There, indeed, the word 

1 Here as olsewhere in this work ‘Couimeutary’ moans iSahkara’a poinmentary 
on the Ved&nta Satran, 

>Bh. Gita, IV, 88 
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‘entirety’ is employed, only in order to include ‘hearing’ etCo 
after removing the erroneous notion that the word ‘all’ is 
used only in relation to the well-known sacrifice etc. : else 
it would be (idle) repetition. If injunction be admitted (in 
respect of dharma) considering the sin that would attend on 
the non-performance (of such dharma) since there is the 
dictum “The twice-born, who exerts himself in other things 
without studying the Veda soon attains ^odra-hood, even 
while alivej along with his family”^ let this be so even in the 
present context ; for there is the smrti predicating sin thus • 
“ The sannyasin who, relinquishing the obligatory rites, 
remains without ‘hearing’ the Vedanta, certainly perishes 
without doubt.” “ 

V. Now in respect of Brahman-knowledge there is not 
established by co presence and co-absence the instrumentality 
of any other (means) except ‘hearing’ since the attributeless 
Brahman is to be known through the Vedanta alone. How then 
is restriction (in respect of hearing) made out ? It is not so. 
Just as in, “ He pounds the rice-grains” ^ there is restriction 
with regard to pounding, though in respect of the rice-grains, 
generative of an apnrva known only from the sastra, 
there is not established by any other source such means as 
husking with finger-nails etc., so let there be restriction 
in respect of ‘hearing’ too, even without there being any 
option. If restriction be (admitted) there (in the case of 
pounding) in view of rice-grains as such in their generic 
nature being secured (through other means), that 
(restriction) applies equally here; for there may well be 


1 Manu Smrti, II, 1G8. 
‘-^Sftmbopapurana, ch. I. 
»Ap, SS., I. xix, 2 
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stated (the establishment through other means of) the know- 
ledge of a content as such in its generic nature. If then 
(it be said that) with regard to pounding, the injunction though 

certainly of the novel is in effect spoken of as a restriction, 
that may be so even in the case of ‘hearing’. 

VI- Nor is there conflict with the Commentary, since 
only the injunction of ‘ seeing ’ is there refuted. If indeed 
'seeing’ were enjoined, then since according to the rule " The 
root and the affix together signify primarily what the affix 
denotes ” the injunction which is the meaning of the affix 
(tavya) would alone be primary, ‘seeing’ which is the meaning 
of the root would be secondary, and the adjunct thereof 
viz.. Brahman, would also be still more secondary ; then 
Brahman would not be established by the Vedantas. But 
if ^hearing’ be enjoined for the sake of what is primary as the 
fruit, viz., the ‘seeing’ of Brahman, there is no defect what- 
ever. 

VII. And (the objection of) sentence-split, is it raised by 
some one of us (Advaitins), or by the Mlmaijisaka? Not the 
first ; for even in the Vedanta, in the text “They desire to 
know (Brahman) through sacrifice,” ' an injunction in respect 
of sacrifice etc. as a means to knowledge is admitted through 
sentence-split in the texts of subsidiary import. Not the second; 
for, in the section dealing with P^’etagnihotra, after enjoining 
the holding below (of the fuel) in the passage “He is to walk 
holding the fuel below (the handle of the sacrificial ladle),” it is 
said “For beholds it above for the gods;” in that case, it is de- 
termined, in the section “But it is an injunction in respect of 


« Brh., IV, iv, 32. 
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holding, because of novelty,” * that the holding above in the 
case of (oblations made to) the gods is enjoined, though occurr- 
ing in the middle of a difi'erent context (i.e* the Pretagnihotra). 
If somehow Prabhakara does not admit this section, even 
thus, in the section dealing with the Darsapllruamasa, he does 
admit an injunction with regard to a set of observances, for 
a woman in her courses, thus “The observance should be 
kept up for three nights;” therefore, let ‘hearing’ be enjoined 
even in the section that ti'eats of Brahman; what is the loss to 
you? If now, you are dissatisfied, because sentence-split is had 
recourse to (in that case) as there is no other go, there being 
no possibility of the set of observances having any (appro- 
priate) connection with the context, while here that is 
inappropriate, since for the tavya suilix syntactical connec- 
tion is possible at least in the sense of ‘fitness’, then, let the 
passage, “Hence the Brahmin having fully acquired learning 
etc.-” be injunctive of ‘hearing’ etc.; for, as the passage occurs 
not after the commencement (of any specific topic), there is 
not the said contradiction: (and) although at first sight there 
is not the cognition of ‘hearing’ etc., on an examination 
of the passage, the purport of the passage (is seen to be) the 
injunction of ‘hearing’ etc. 

VIII. By the aphorist^ himself in the aphorism “There 
is the injunction of something else auxiliary (to knowledge)” ', 
after assuming as establishe.d the injunction with regard to 
‘pauditya’ and ‘balya’ which consist of ‘hearing’ and ‘reflection’, 
there is declared the injunctiveness of ‘mauna’ consisting in 
contemplation, in the remaining part of the passage ‘atha 

1 PM., Ill, ir, 6 (16) 

2 Byh., Ill, V, 1. 

3 lladarayaija 

* Br. So., Ill, iv, 47 
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munih’ : hence (the objection of) not confoimiug to tradition 
iri thrown far off. Now, even thus, in the case of ‘ srotavyah 
(is to be heard)’ which is known from one's own section of the 
Veda immediately after the study (of it), the nnintelligibility 
of its being an injunction of ‘hearing’ continues as before' ; 
if this be said, no; for, the tavya-suffix is sanctioned in 
respect of injunction too ; (and) since in parallel contexts in 
other firnti texts, e. g. “seek to know that’’" an injunction of 
‘hearing’ has necessarily to be admitted (even) through 
sentence-split, there is no room for your dissatisfaction (about 
sentence-split in the present case). Nor may it be said that in 
one and the same sSkha (unlike the above-mentioned instance 
of different sttkhas - the BrhadilranijaJca and Taittirlyaica), a 
two-fold injunction of ‘hearing’, in the form “(The self) is to 
be heard”, and ‘‘Having accomplished pruulitya (i.e., sravapa)”, 
is a (pointless) repetition : for while there is injunction in 
one case (the earlier), in the other there is mention of 
specific details after restating the injunction. Or else, just 


1 Since ilic liiYVJi-sui'lix may signify mere Avorthiucss. not un injunefiou; anil 
tho forniev sense seems more probable, because of the defect of scnLcnco-split 
if sruti be understood to tcacb both tlio nature of the self and the obligation 
to iu(]uii'o into it. 

- Taitt., Ill, I; licit*, the icf[uest is for instnietiun about the self; bhe reply 
both states the nature of that self and prescribes inquiry into it; sentence- 
split i.s obvious but has to be ignored in such a ease and tho iujunclioii 
recognised. * 

'• The veil son for tlie allcriialivc explanation is ]>robably that Sankara in his 
bhasya on Hrh., TII, v, 1 treats it not as giving details of hearing, etc., but 
. as culminating in the exposition of renunciation. Thetwo Maitreyi-brahmanas 
constitute 11 -iv and IV'V of the Brhadarau>jaka Vimni^fad^ The latter re- 
states with very little variation Yajiiavalkya's teaching to ^laitroyi (wherein 
occurs the text '‘srotas yali’ '). The reason for tho repetition of this toaching 
is til us given b\ Sankara: “In the Madliu-kanda which predominates in 
scriptural staitjiucuts, the truth of llrahmaii has been ascertained. In the 
chapters relating to Yujuavalkya, which predominate in reasoning, by 
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as the two Maitreyi-Brahmarias are non-repetitive, since one 
(the later) is of the nature of a concluding statement (upa- 
saiiihara), similarly let there be two injunctions of hearing. 
Therefore the injunction “(The self) is to be heard” is certainly 
intelligible- 

IX- It has been said in the words of the purana that of 
these ‘hearing’ consists in the inquiry into Vedanta passages, 
and the ascertainment of the purport of the passages through 
marks like the initial passage etc- And thus the inquiry into 
the Vedanta passages is to be undertaken by the eligible 
person, who has no attachment, for the sake of that 
intuition of the self which is instrumental to immortality. 
The man who has studied his own section of the Veda, under- 
standing this much even from the Veda, subsequently doubts 
in this manner : Is nOn-attachment alone the qualification 
of an eligible person ? Or is there any other also ? And 
what is the valid means of knowing the various qualifications 
and the eligible person qualified by them ? And is the 
inquiry into the Vedanta passages fulfilled even with the 
inquiry into dharma or not ? How are the Vedanta 
passages to be inquired into '> What is the characteristic of 
the true nature of the self ? And what is the means of valid 
knowledge in respect thereof ? And for that means of valid 
knowledge is there conflict with any (other') or not? Is 

setting up opposite sides, the same subject baa been discus.sod more b\ way 
of a debate. In the fourth chapter, by means of questions and answers 
between the teacher and his disciple, rt has again been discussed at length 
and brought to a conclusion. Now the present section relating to Maitreyi 
is being introduced as a conclusion of the proposition (?) regarding the same 
topic. And there is the meth(^ adopted by the authorities on logic, a.s stated 
in the following definition: ‘The restatement of a proposition after stating 
the reason is conclusion/" (Madbavananda’s Translatien, p, 771), 
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knowledge^ whose sphere is the real, instrumental to immor- 
tality in combination with works (karma) or by itself alone? 
If it be instrumental by itself alone, what is the evidence ? Of 
what nature is immortality ? And what is the evidence for 
it ? These doubts and also others of this sort are to be settled 
by principles of various kinds. Desiring to indicate those 
principles and determining, first, through (logical) principles, 
the injunction which is associated with the triple anubandhas,' 
viz-, the eligible person, the content and the fruit, and is 
cognised from the passage “ (It is) to be heard, ”'•* the supre- 
mely compassionate and venerable BadarSyana indicated its 
import — viz., the obligatoriness of inquiry, which constitutes 
the introduction, as being instrumental to activity in respect 
of the entire sacred teaching to be set forth later (in the 
VedUntasutran) — in the aphorism : “ Then, therefore, the 

desire to know Brahman. 

X. In this, the meaning of the word ‘then (atha)’ is 
the very person cognised as eligible in the passage “For the 
love of the self, how'ever,”'* as being possessed of the four 
means synecdochically indicated by non -attachment. What is 
said in the passage, “There is, however, no hope of immor- 
tality by wealth,””' that there is no immortality through the 
wordly deeds and Vedic rites synecdochically indicated by the 

word Syealth’, this itself is stated as the reason, by the word 

(. 

* Auubandhas are supplements which come to bo discussed before any treatise is 
begun. At the commencement of a treatise are set forth the content of that 
work, the fruit to which it lends, the kind of person who is eligible therefor 
and the various relations that subsist among the three. 

‘-’Brh., II, iv, 5 
:^Br. 

4 Brh., II, iv, 5, 

^ Brh., IT, iv, 2, 
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‘therefore (atah)*’ It is said in the passage beginning “When 
the self, verily, (has been seen, heard, etc-)”,’^ that ‘hearing’ in 
the form of inquiry into the Vedanta passages is to be under- 
taken, for the sake of that intuition of the self which is 
instrumental to immortality; all this is to be understood by 
the word ‘brahmajijnasa’ (desire to know brahman). 

XI. Now, is this aphorism injunctive, or is it re- 
petitive ? Not the first, since the suffixes, lin, lot and tavya 
are not found. Not the other, since as not prompting to 
activity, there is the contingence of the non-comprehension 
by it of an injunction in respect of hearing. Not so; for (the 
word) ‘kartavyah (to be undertaken)’ has to be supplied. If it 
be said that, since cognition and desire which are object- 
dependent are impossible of being undertaken, the word 
‘jijSasa’ would not relate syntactically with the supplied (word), 
then, because of this very unintelligibility, let inquiry, which 
is capable of being undertaken, be secondarily implied by the 
word ‘jijnrisa’. And the relation of inseparability (required 
for the secondary significance) is easily achieved by the appli- 
cation ofvthe rule of ‘(grasping tight as with) tongs.’ Grasped 
tight indeed is inquiry between ‘cognition’ and ‘desire’, for 
when, first, there is desire, only when there is inquiry subse- 
quently, is there the origination of cognition. Nor may it be 
said that in the case of (this) secondary implication there 
would be established only ftie content-anubandha, namely, 
inquiry, and not the fruit-anubandha, namely. Brahman - 
knowledge: for through non-exclusive implication^ the 


iBrh., IV, V, 6. 

2 In Bon-oxclusive implicatioj^(ajahallaks»nft) an elliptical sense is completed 
without the exclusion of the primary sense; e. g., in “The white runs,” the 
word “white” implies “white horse” 
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(express) sense of that (word, Brahmajijhasa) is also admitted. 
As the generation of Brahman-knowledge is otherwise un- 
intelligible, it follows that the object of inquiry is the Vedanta 
passage. Indeed, we do not observe Brahman-knowledge in 
the case of those who inquire into anything else. As its 
being the fruit is otherwise unintelligible, it is established 
that Brahman-knowledge is instrumental to release. For, 
the fruit is what is desired by eligible persons. And here the 
persons endowed with the four means desire nothing else 
than the destruction of misery without a trace, the attain- 
ment of unexcellable bliss and the means thereto. As it 
is impossible for the knowledge of the real to be of the nature 
of the destruction of misery or the attainment of bliss, by 
elimination, it (knowledge) is the means thereto. Hence the 
entire meaning of the sruti is epitomised in the aphorism 
thus: as release is not achieved by works (karma)> inquiry into 
the Vedanta passages is to be undertaken by a person who is 
endowed with the four means,^ for the sake of Brahman- 
knowledge which is instrumental to release. That the 
obligatoriness of inquiry is instrumental to activity in respect 
of the 6astra is thus established by co-presence and 
co-absence. When there is an injunction possessed of the triple 
anubandhas, men act. since it is so observed in jyotistoma etc. 
When, however, there is not (such an injunction) they do not 
act, as no activity is observed inc(respect of statements of fact 
like) “The world consists of seven islands”. 

XII. And that obligatoriness of inquiry, which is the 
cause of activity in respect of the siastra to be set forth 

t Siidhana-catu?itifty«>- discriramation botweon the real and the unreal, non- 
attaohment to the enjoinment of fruits hero and hereafter, the six virtues - 
civtoaess longing for release. 
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later, is determiuecl by this first aphorism in this manner : — 
the (study of) the sastra in question ought to be begun, 
for it has a possible object and fruit, like ploughing etc. Nor 
may it be doubted that this matter is not established by the 
aphorism, therfj being no mention of the content and the 
fruit in the aphorism, since although not expressly mentioned, 
it is indicated by implication. Indeed (such) indication is 
an ornament, not a defect, in the case of an aphorism- 
Of the Vedilntas investigated by the .sastra beginning 
with “ That whence for this what begins with origi- 
nation the content is the oneness of Brahman and the 
self, which is established in sruti-texts like '‘This self indeed is 
Brahman etc. And that oneness is indicated aphoristi- 
cally in the aphorism by the word ‘Brahman’ which denotes 
the reality which is impartite and homogeneous. The fruit 
is the removal of misery and the attainment of Brahman, 
as established in sruti passages like “ The knower of the 
self crosses sorrow, “The knower of Brahman attains 
the highest ” And these two are certainly indicated 
(aphoristically) since there is the mention (in the aphorism) 
of Brahman-knowledge which is instrumental thereto. Not 
only has the aphorist aphorised the content and the fruit 
but he intends also their justification thus ; — the sastra 
in question has a possible object and a possible fruit, 
since it is hostile to bondag<« of the nature of nescience, 
like waking cognition.'* Nor may it be .said that the nesci- 
cnce-naturc of bondage is not indicated in the aphorism : for 

IBr. SU,I, 

V. 10 

aohan., Vir, i, 3 
■•Taitt. Up., II, 1. 

0 Op. PpV,, p. 8 
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it is indicated even by the acceptance of the removability of 
bondage by knowledge. It is thus: the removability of 
misery without residue is admitted by the aphorist so that it 
may be established of Brahman-knowledge that it is the fruit. 
And all bondage whatever, like cognisership, agency, enjoyer- 
ship, is certainly misery, since it is the cause of misery. 

XIII. Here it must be investigated whether this bon- 
dage is real absolutely or not absolutely. In the first case, it 
could not be removed by Brahman-knowledge. The few 
among us, however, and the others, who admit that the 
removal by knowledge is of the absolutely real alone, they are 
to be asked : does knowledge generate the excellence called 
removal in its content or in its locus ? On the first alternative 
again would it remove its very content, the transmigrating 
self, or only the attributes present in it, or only agency etc., 
which are opposed to impartiteness, , homogeneity etc., made- 
known by it, or only the non-knowledge present in the con- 
tent ? It cannot be the first, the second or the third. For the 
cognition of the dark-blue part of a multi-coloured fruit like the 
mango does not remove either its content (the dark-blue part 
of the fruit) or the taste etc., inherent in it, or the (apparent- 
ly) contrary attributes like yellowness. On the fourth 
(alternative), however, there results our own view. Even on 
the view that there is excellency (generated) in the locus, is it 
the removal of the locus, or of its qualities, or of the attri- 
butes relating to both the locus and the content? It is not the 
first, because of the contingence of the destruction of the self 
every moment. Not the second, since by the cognition of pot 
there is not removal of the qualities like dharma (religious 
merit), present in the self. Not the third, since by the cognition 
of one's own body there is not removal of'the relation between 
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body and self etc. Even real bondage is removable by 
knowledge since there is the sruti, ‘'Having known that 
alone, he transcends death^;” if this be said, no; for ^ruti is 
neutral in respect of the reality or unreality of bondage. By 
us, however, the nescience-nature of bondage is assumed for 
the sake of the intelligibility of ^niti ; it is analogous to the 
assumption of an apurva by you for the intelligibility of the 
instrumentality to heaven declared by sruti in the case of the 
jyoti(?toma etc. If (it be said) there is a ground for assump*- 
tion there, viz., the constancy of the pervasion that for rites 
which are momentary there is no instrumentality in respect of 
future fruit, then, here too, let the constancy of the pervasion 
that knowledge removes non-knowledge alone be the ground 
for assumption. Hence there results non-absoluteness of 
bondage Thus, therefore, in the case of bondage, removable 
by Brahman-knowledge, its nescience-nature is indicated in 
the aphorism itself. 

XIV- Now^ if this be so, the nescience-nature of that 
(bondage) ought to have been stated expressly l)y the 
aphorist^ since it intimates the commencement of the entire 
sastra by way of establishing the content and the fruit; if not 
expressly stated, there is the contingence of that (the nesci- 
ence-nature of bondage) not being the purport. If this be 
said, then this has certainly been stated expressly in the second 
chapter^ in the aphorism, “ On account of its having for its 
essence the qualities of that etc. And this is the meaning 
of the aphorism : if it be said that the omnipresence of the 
self is a contradiction, since its going out of the body, reach- 
ing the other world and return to this w’orld are declared by 
sruti, no (the aphorism replies), it is on account of its having 

1 Ill, 8. 

8 Br. S,, II, iii, 29. 
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for its essence the qualities of the intellect ; by the reciprocal 
superimposition of- identity between the intellect and the 
self, there arises for the omnipresent self mere conceit in 
the going out etc., which are the qualities of the intellect 
alone : and this is re-stated by sruti for teaching the real 
nature (of the self). Then, the aphorism whose content is super- 
imposition should have been set forth at the very outset, since 
it is the introduction to the commencement of the entire 
sastra ; and the introduction is that wliich, having apprehend- 
ed in the intellect, even beforehand, that which is to be 
taught, describes something else which is for the sake of that; 
if this be said, no ; for it is impossible for the aphorist who 
has set out on (the task of) exposition to state initially an 
aphorism which is concerned with the refutation of objections- 
After expressly premising what is to be expounded, to exhibit 
later the grounds for its establishment, that is exposition- 
And thus, after showing in the first chapter the harmonious 
synthesis of the Vedantas in Brahman, there is to be under- 
taken subsequently the justification thereof, viz., the refuta- 
tion of objections. If the particular harmonious synthesis 
(of the Vedantas in Brahman) were not show’n first, the 
suspicion of its contradiction and the refutation thereof 
would be contentless. Now, if this be so, if superimpositicn 
be not stated first, there would be no activity in respect of 
the sastra, since the content and the fruit woirld remain un- 
established. It is not so, as it has been demonstrated that, 
though superimposition is not directly stated in the first 
aphorism, it is indicated by implication; activity in respect of 
the Sastra is certainly established. 

XV. Now, though indicated in the aphorism, super- 
imposition cannot stand to reason. It is thus : the self and 
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the not-self are devoid of the reciprocal superimposition of 
identity^ since nowhere can the one be of the nature of the 
other, like darkness and light- Nor is there non -establish- 
ment of the probans. The two (self and not-self) in 
question are destitute of identity, because of having contrary 
natures, like darkness and light. Nor (again) is this probans 
non-established. The two in question are of contrary nature, 
since they are the spheres of the notions of thou ” and 

“ I ”, like Devadatta and his enemy. Nor may it be said thus: 
for Devadatta there is the notion of “ I ” in respect of the 
assemblage of his body etc., and in respect of that alone there 
is for his enemy the notion of “ thou ”, and there is no con- 
flict here ; when thus, in the case of the enemy too, the 
(two) notions are applied in an inverted order, the example 
would be devoid of the probandum. Indeed, the two contents 
of notions belonging to two different loci are not meant to be 
the example; what then? (The contents of two notions) having 
the same locus. The two forms independently are not meant 
to be the example ; what then ? The example is the combined 
form which is established by the cognition of Devadatta and 
the cognition of his enemy ; so there is not the said defect. 

XVI. This may. be (urged). The self and the not-self 
well-known in the world, are these made the subject here? 
or those which are established by the followers of Prabhakara 
etc.? or those which are established by the Vedantin ? Not 
the first, since the first two inferences would establish what was 
already established, while for the third inference there would 
be conflict with experience. In the world, verily, the self is 
the assemblage of factors^beginning with the body and ending 
with intelligence, and the not-self is stone etc. And their 
oneness or superimposed oneness is not acceptable to the 
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Vedantin. Nor is the conflict experienced between them 
invariable. Not the second (alternative). For, the followers 
of Prabhakara etc. say that the self is something inert 
(non-intelligent) the locus of cognisership, agency, enjoyersbip, 
etc., and that the not-self is the entire universe (consisting) 
of sense-organs, body etc. Here in the view of the Vedantin 
the locus of cognisership etc., is egoity, and its cause is inert- 
ness, nescience; thus both are included in “not-self’* alone. 
And thus as the conflict due to superimposition of identity is 
not admitted in the single factor, the not-self, there would 
remain the two-aforesaid defects. Not the third (alter- 
native), For the Vedantins say that the self is a mass of 
intelligence devoid of all fluctuations and that everything 
different from that is not-self. Here, what is meant to be the 
prohans ? Is it each being the sphere of both notions ? 
or is it the self being the sphere of the notion of I “ and 
the not-self of the other ? On the first, there would be the 
non-establishment of existence (of the probans in the subject); 
on the Second, there would be partial non -establishment (of 
the probans)’, for there is not the notion of “ thou ” in not- 
selves like the body, the senses, the internal organ, the vital 
air etc. Although it is not present from the point of view 
of empirical usage, yet from the view-point of the sSstra, 
according to this definition, that the denotation of 
“thou ’’ is what is illumined by, intelligence, there is certainly 
the notion of “ thou ’’ in regard to that (body etc.); if this be 
said, even thus that defect persists, since for the Vedantins 
there is not the notion of “ I ” in regard to the self which is 
self-luminous intelligence. Therefore the inference is not 
established. 


1 1. d., estftblighmexit of the established 
and eondict with experienee. 



I, xvii] 


PIEST VAKNAKA 


21 


XVII. To this it is said (in reply). As against the 
Vedantin the inference is certainly established. Nor is there 
partial non-establishment (of the jproftaws) in respect of the 
self ; for, even of the self-luminous, it is possible to speak 
figuratively as the sphere of the notion of I since 
in egoity it is capable of very clear empirical usage. Nor may 
it be thought thus : there is inconclusiveness (of prolans) 
since there is no conflict between two intelligences, witnesses 
of two bodies, though reciprocally the denotations of “ thou ” 
and “ I for intelligence cannot be the denotation of ^‘thou”, 
defined by the characteristic of being illumined by intelli- 
gence. That kind alone is here in view, but not the denota- 
tion of ‘‘ thou as in wordly usage- Even thus by this 
inference? opposition is established through the cognition (of 
them), but not through their own nature; if this be said, 
then let it be thus : the self and the not-self are of contrary 
nature ; because of being subject and object (respectively), 
like the organ of sight and colour. Now, the self which is of 
the nature of intelligence is experienced to be helpful to the 
not-self which is of the nature of non-intelligence, because 
of being that which establishes it (not-self); therefore, in 
establishing (between them) an adverse relation which is 
either of the character of the relation between the killed 
and the killer, or of the character of incapacity to abide 
together, there is conflict with experience ; and thus the 
example would be devoid of the prohandxtm. If this be said, 
it is not so, for as between existence and non-existence? what 
is meant here by opposition is that which is characterised 
by the absence of the capacity for either to be identical with 
the other. How* then, is there the example of darkness and 
light in the middle inference ? If it be said it is because their 
opposition consisting in incapacity to abide together is well 
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known, it is not so ; for in a dimly lit room darkness abides 
together with light; else, here too, as in a well-lit region, there 
is the contingence of seeing colours clearly. If it be said 
that by the words ‘ darkness ’ and ‘ light ’ are implied 
(synecdochically) ‘shade’ and ‘sun-shine’ which form por- 
tions of them (darkness and light), even then, the heat which 
is cognised in different degrees in the shade which is of one 
and the same nature, indicates the necessary presence of its 
substrate, sun-shine, too ; hence their abiding together is 
difficult to avoid. So too, if for the words ‘ darkness ’ and 
‘ light ’, ‘ cold ’ and ‘heat’ which reside in ‘shade’ and 
* sun-shine ’ (respectively) be adopted (as the sense) through 
secondary implication, (their) abiding together is still easily 
established. Therefore, this alone is the conflict between 
darkness and light, that not for them is there capacity for 
identity (titdatmya) as there is for the genus and the particular. 

XVIII. Now, in the example of darkness and light, 
there is a conditioning adjunct, viz., their being of the nature 
of non-existence and existence frespectively); the logicians say 
that darkness is the absence of light : and the followers of 
Prabhakara say that darkness is the absence of the perception 
of colour. If this be said, it is not so ; for the nature of non- 
existence is not possible for a thing characterised by the 
possession of different states (of existence) like increase and 
decrease ; (further) as having a blue colour, it is a substance. 
Now, on the view that darkness is an existent, how is there 
the cognition of darkness, in a place where there is intense 
light, for a person whose eyes are closed, inasmuch as its 
removal by intense light is admitted? As for abiding together 
that was stated above only in dim light. If this be said, no; 
for it is intelligible that the cognition is of the darkness 
which resides inside the orb (of the eye). Nor is the appre- 
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hension of an object inside (the orb) impossible for the sense 
of sight ; for it is observed that a person with closed ears 
apprehends the inner sound. Nor is there thus the contin- 
genceof apprehension even of the black pigment etc-, inside the 
orb, by one whose eyes are closed ; for there is the restriction 
that in the case of coloured objects other than darkness, 
apprehension is by the sense of siglit, (only as) assisted by 
light- Then it may be held; if darkness be a substance, then 
for the darkness which has been destroyed by light there 
would be no origination suddenly when the light is removed, 
since the origination of substances which are effects is only 
through the stages of binary atoms etc- This is not so, 
because for those who maintain the view of illusory manifes- 
tation, sequence is not required- As for the cause, that is but 
primal nescience. Even then, darkness is not a substance 
possessing colours because it is not tangible, like ether; if this 
be said, no; for there is parity with the fallacious argument ‘‘Air 
is not tangible, because it has no colour, like ether,” since 
the conflict with perception is common (to both). The blue 
colour super-imposed on the non-existence of light is made 
the object (of perception); even if for the perception of dark- 
ness another explanation be thus stated, the probans is non- 
conclusive; for smoke which is certainly a substance with colour 
is not tangible in places other than the region of the eye- If it 
be said that there (in places oj^her than the eye) the touch of 
smoke, which certainly exists, is non apparent, then the touch 
of darkness also, though certainly existent, is every where non- 
apparent, so that there will be non -establishment of the 
pfobans- Nor is the non-apparentness everywhere, of an 
existent, an imposibility; for in the case of gold etc., got from 
the mines, the nature of brilliancy which manifests both 
itself and others, and (the quality of) warm touch, though 
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intelligence that is the self, (any) real entry is impossible. Thus, 
as the probans is established because of the impossibility 
of the capacity for identity between the intelligent and the 
non-intelligent, whose real identity is difficult to establish at 
all anywhere, the middle inference is well-grounded. As the 
basic inference is consequently established, the non-existence 
of superimposition is well-grounded. 

XX- Let there be no superimposition of identity as 
between substrates- Even then there may bo relational 
superimposition of the attributes of the self on the not-self or 
of the attributes of the not-self on the self- Nor is there 
impossibility of attributes in the case of the self which is homo- 
geneous intelligence, since there exist happiness, experience 
of objects, eternality etc.' Even though these constitute the 
very nature of the self, they are figuratively called attributes, 
since they appear to be distinct in the conditioning adjunct, 
the psychosis of the internal organ. Nor is the independent 
superimposition of attributes, leaving out the substrates, 
impossible; for in (experiences like) “ The crystal is red” etc-, 
in the proximity of the hibiscus flower, there is seen the 
superimposition of the attribute alone. 

XXI. This is not sound, since independence is impossi- 
ble in the case of attributes. Even in the crystal, redness is 
cognised only as located in the reflected hibiscus flower, not as 
independent. Therefore there* is not the relational super- 
imposition even of attributes as apart from their abodes. 
When the superimposition of attributes and substrates as 
objects is refuted, the superimposition of cognition too which 
is inseparable therefrom is certainly refuted. Therefore 
superimposition does not stand to reason. 1 

J Cf. Pancap&diJca p. 4; ‘anando vis^aya-nubhavo uityatvam ce 'ti santi tad- 
dbarmah, aprtbaktve 'pi caitanyat pvthag ivit 'vabhasanta. 
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XXII. To this it is said (in reply): is it that the unreality 
of superimposition is deduced on the ground of its conflict 
with reason ? or that its very existence is denied ? Not the 
first, since to us, who uphold the theory of indeterminability, 
non-reality and conflict with reason are acceptable in the case 
of superimposition. Indeed, indeterminability is admitted 
only because the superimposition of the self and the not-self 
is in conflict with all reasoning. Otherwise, its reality alone 
should be acknowledged. 

XXIII. Now, then, we deny, superimposition itself. 
There is no superimposition at all of the self and the not-self 
because there is no causal aggregate for it. For, in ordinary 
experience, in “ This is silver ”, “ This is a snake ” etc-, the 
causal aggregate for superimposition is the similarity based 
on the attributes or parts of the substrate as well as of that 
which is superimposed ; and this (similarity) does not exist 
here (in the case of the self and the not-self), since the self 
is without attributes and without parts. Nor may it be said 
that in “The crystal is red” even while there is not the said simi- 
larity, there is superimposition ; for here, this being a 
delusion due to a conditioning adjunct, there is no need of 
similarity. The proximate hibiscus flower, which is the abode 
of redness, is the conditioning adjunct, because of its being 
instrumental to the appearance of redness in the crystal. Now, 
in this manner, making egoicy, which is proximate (to the 
self) and the abode of agency etc., the conditioning adjunct, 
it is possible to superimpose agency etc-, on the self; if this 
be said, then let there be somehow the possibility of the 
superimposition of agency etc-; even thus, the superimposition 
on the self of substrates l^eginning with egoity and ending 
with the body, which (superimposition) is not due to condi- 
tioning adjuncts, is certainly impossible, since there is no 
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similarity. If this be said, it is not sound; for as there is 
similarity through the attribute of fragrance in “ The odour 
of the serpent is similar to the odour of the ketaki flower ” 
etc., although odour is devoid of attributes and parts, so simi- 
larity is possible even for the self through the attribute of 
being ‘ the import of a word-’ If it be said that in respect of 
the homogeneous intelligence no attribute whatever is in 
reality, possible, then, let it not be that similarity is the causal 
^flg*‘6gate in respect of delusion not due to conditioning ad- 
juncts; for, even without similarity there is seen delusion not 
due to conditioning adjuncts, in “ the conch is yellow.” If, 
in this case, there is- another causal aggregate like attachment, 
excess of bile (and optical disorders such as) kaca and jaundice, 
then here too there is certainly the causal aggregate, called 
nescience. Now rather than accept as a causal aggregate 
nescience about which there is the dispute as to whether it is 
absence of knowledge or it is of the nature of an existent, it 
is better certainly to deny superimposition ; if this be said, it 
is not so; for it is not possible to deny the beginningless 
perceptual experience, which while depending on the reality 
alone of the inner self is settled to obscure its intelligence and 
bliss. Otherwise the inner self too might be denied. 

XXIV. If it be said that beginninglessness does not 
stand to reason in the case of a product, superimposition, not 
so. Superimposition is but the conjunction of agency, 
enjoyership, and defects like attachment, with the self. Of 
these, the superimposition of enjoyership requires the super- 
imposition of agency, since there is no enjoyment for a non- 
agent. And agency requires the superimposition of conjunc- 
tion with defects like attachment, since there is no agency for 
one who is devoid of attachment etc. And the conjunction 
with defect requires enjoyership, since attachment etc., do not 
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arise in respect of what has not been enjoyed or what is not of 
the class of that which has been enjoyed. And thu8> as for the 
seed and sprout, there is beginninglessness for agency etc., in 
the form of a stream. Hereby, this too is refuted, viz., that 
of the world there is imposition when there is cognition and 
that there is cognition when there is imposition and that 
thus there is reciprocal dependence: for, (the process) being 
beginningless, the body etc., which are presented in each 
earlier superimposition and persist in the form of residual 
impressions, are the cause of each subsequent superimposition. 

XXV. Nor may it be said that, because of the unreality 
of body etc-, there is no imposition (of them); for, it being es- 
tablished that they are imposed even because of the (bare) 
cognition (of them), their reality is not a cause (of the 
superimposition). For in “ This is silver ” etc., there is 
superimposed the identity of the real and the non-real, the 
nacre and the silver. Nor may it be said that in the case 
of two trees at a distance (mistaken for one), identity is super- 
imposed in respect of two reals alone; for, even there, on the 
substrate, the two trees, which are certainly real, there is 
superimposition but of the non-real, the attribute of oneness; 
else there is the contingence of the identity even of two 
reals, the quality and the possessor of the quality, being 
(of the nature of the) superimposed. 

XXVI, Though, in case of the self and the not-self 
the superimpositions of identity one with another are on a 
par, yet for the self there is reality, since there is superim- 
position of it only relationally, not in respect of its own 
existence ; for the not-sel(, however, there is unreality, since 
there is superimposition even in respect of its existence* 
Nor may it be objected that if there be identity between 
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those two, the real and the non-real, then, because of the 
presentation of difference cum non-difference as in cases like 
the quality and the possessor of the quality, there should 
be the cognition “ I possess a body, organs etc- ” or “ This 
body etc., are mine ”, like (the cognition) “ The cloth 
possesses whiteness for, superimposition is acknowledeged 
here, only as having brought about absolute oneness between 
the one and the other. Then, it should not be spoken of 
as the superimposition of identity (in-difference), but should 
be spoken of only as the superimposition of oneness ; if this 
be said, nb; for, as in “ the whiteness of the cloth, ” there 
is seen such empirical usage of difference as “my body”. 
Nor may it be said that when this is the case, difference being 
apprehended and the pervader (of superimposition), viz., 
non-apprehension of difference, being removed, superimposi- 
tion too, which is pervaded by that, would be removed; for 
apprehension of difference is not acknowledged. Verily, men 
of the world, though indulging in the empirical usage “ my 
body ”, do not, in the absence of acquaintance with the sastra, 
apprehend the self as distinct from the body. Therefore, 
from experience, there is the superimposition of oneness 
alone : from empirical usage, however, it is possible to 
speak of it even as the superimposition of identity (in- 
difference) ; for there exist in the case of the body and the 
self, the empirical usage of non -difference in the form, “I”, 
and also the empirical usage of difference in the form “my 
body”. Nor may it be said that identity is but oneness ; for 
the two are distinct in that identity is that which is compatible 
with difference cum non-difference and is opposed to reciprocal 
non-existence, while oneness is that which is opposed to 
difference. iSven as between the jlva and Brahman, there is 
but oneness in reality , but it is spoken of as identity in view 



t.xxvi — xxvii] first VAKKAKA 31 

of the difference posited by nescience : hence there is no 
conflict. Nor, like the oneness of the jlva and Brahman, is 
the oneness of the self and the body, though experienced, 
capable of being real: for real oneness is impossible as 
between what are wholly distinct, as of the nature of the real 
and the non-i’cal. Therefore, oneness is but supei’imposed. 

XXVII. And of this superimposition the material cause 
is nescience which is bcginningless, indeterminable> and of 
the nature of an existent ; for when that exists^ superim- 
position arises and when that is non-existent, it does not 
arise. Now, these two, the co-presence and the co-absence, 
are intelligible even as relating to the non-existence of true 
knowledge, the obstacle to superimposition : if this be said, 
no ; for, true knowledge is devoid of the characteristic of an 
obstacle. For, when the cause is fully present, that which 
arises as opposed to the origination of the effect, is an 
obstacle ; but true knowledge arises only in the absence of 
what are called defects and are the full cause of superim- 
|)osition, vix., film, jaundice, etc-; hence it is devoid of the 
characteristic (of an obstacle). Even thus, since the know- 
ledge is opposed to superimposition, those two (co-presence 
and co-absence) may be intelligible, even as relating to the 
non-existence of conjunction with what is opposed (to the 
superimposition); if this be^ said, no. For the effect, the 
requirement of a material cause arises first; subsequently 
(arises) the requirement of the non-existence of conjunction 
with what is opposed. And thus, on the principle that as 
between the proximate and the remote the proximate is the 
stronger, the relating of these two to the proximate material 
cause alone is legitimate. ' 

1 As compared with BUperimpObed ouctiesB, 
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XXVIII(a). If it be said that, as for destruction, there 
need not be the requirement of a material cause at all, no: 
because of the inference “ What is in dispute has a material 
cause, since, while being an existent, it isau effect, like a pot ” 

XXVIII(b). Now this ^ro6a«s is inconclusive in respect 
of the colour which is a quality of cloth. For a material cause 
thereof is not possible. Is the cloth itself its material cause 
or some other substance ? Not the first, since the relationship 
of cause and effect is unintelligible as between what arc 
originated simultaneously, like the left and the right horns- 
On the second (alternative), since it is present in some other 
substance, there is abandonment of its being the quality of 
the cloth- 

XXVIII(c). Not so- In the view of the Logicians, 
since, on the principle that an originated substance remains 
for one instant without any quality, there is no simultaneity 
(of colour and cloth), material causality is possible for the 
cloth itself. As for the view of the Vedantins, even if the 
threads be the material cause (of the colour), its being the 
quality of the cloth is not abandoned, because of the non- 
difference of effect from cause. 

XXIX. Nor may it be asked, “When it is possible even 
for defects like kaca (film in the eye) to be the material cause, 
what (is the need) of this nescience ?” For it is invariable for 
the Buperimposition and its material cause to have the same 
locus. Here, however, superimposition is located in the sdf, 
while defects are located in the sense-organs etc- ; hence 
material causality does not belong to those (defects). Now, 
the superimposition of silver is cognised as located in the 
nacre, while its material cause, nescience, is located in the self; 
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hence, even on your view, there is not established their 
common location. Not so ; for it will be explained that for 
the superimposition only as located in the self is there 
conjunction with nacre. 

XXX. Now, then, let nescience be the material cause of 
the superimposition of things ; for the superimposition of 
cognitions, however, the self or the internal organ may 
be the material cause ; for, according to different views, (one 
or other of) the two is material cause in valid cogni- 
tions ; if this be said, not so ; for, the self is unchanging, 
and in the case of the internal organ, there is the require- 
ment of sense-contact, proio-ns, etc.; (sense-)contact etc., are 
not indeed possible here. The illusory object, which is 
constituted solely of cognition, being non*established prior to 
cognition, with what could the sense-organ be conjoined ? 
As for the co-presence and co-absence of the sense-organ 
they are otherwise explained as relating to the cognition 
of the substrate of the delusive cognition. Nor is the rise of 
delusive cognition established even because of sense-contact 
with the substrate, for, in the absence of sense-contact with 
the illusory object, the cognition of that (illusory object) is 
unintelligible. Nor is thei'e that cognition, as brought in by 
residual impressions, like the element of that-ness in the 
recognition “This is that Devadatta” ; for, even as in that 
case, there is the contingence 9f non-delusiveness. Nor is the 
delusiveness due to the unreality of the element of conjunc- 
tion with the substrate ; for, then, because of its unreality, 
there is the contingence of the non-existence of immediacy 
for what is (thus) incapable of sense-contact. Now in the 
case of an illusory object, the internal organ does not require 
sense-contact, since there's seen dream-cognition, even with- 
out that (contact) ; if this be said, even thus, since for the 

6 



34 


VlVABA^fAPBAMEyASAJJGEAHA [I, XXX-XXXi 

internal organ, when transformed into the form of cognition, 
there is no cognisership, there would not result empirical 
usage in respect of an illusory object. If then it be (thought) 
that the internal organ itself, though non-intelligentj may 
transform itself into the form of the agent of cognition, or 
that the self may become the cogniser, even thus, since it is 
invariable for delusion and valid cognition, bondage and 
(its) removal to have the same locusj if deludedness belong to 
the internal organ, for that alone would result valid cognition 
and removal of bondage. But deludedness etc., are recognised 
for the self alone. And that results on the view that 
nescience located in the self is the material cause, not /other- 
wise. Therefore, nescience alone is left over as the material 
cause- 

XXXI. Nor should there be dispute in respect of (the 
existence of) nescience ; for, the potency of nescience, which is 
non-intelligent in nature, is located in the self and pervades 
things external and internal, is experienced perceptually in 
“I am ignorant,” “I know, neither myself nor another.” 
Now, this experience relates to the non-existence of 
knowledge. That is not (so), for, it is immediate experi- 
ence like “I am happy,” while non-existence is to be 
known by the sixth pramaoa (uon-cognition). On the view, 
however, that non-existence is perceptible, if there be cog- 
nised the substrate and the counter-correlate, viz., the self 
and knowledge, such perception of the non-existence of 
knowledge as in ” There is no knowledge in me ” would be 
contradicted. And if those two be not cognised, there is the 
non-origination of that perception even because of the non- 
existence of the cause (viz., the cognition of the substrate 
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and the counter-correlate)^ Now, in every case, empirical 
usage, being the fruit of knowledge, is the probans (for its 
existence) : because of the non-existence of that probans, the 
absence of cognition is inferred ; if this be said, no ^ for 
even then thei’e is the above-mentioned defect in the case 
both of the cognition and the non-cognition of the substrate 
etc. There is this same defect even on the view of Bhatta 
that non-existence is to be known by the sixth pramana. 
On our view, however, the non-existence of knowledge in 
general is known by the witness : as for the non-existence 
of a particular cognition, that is known by the sixth pramana, 
it being admitted that “ in (matters of) empirical usage, the 
path of Bhatta (is followed)*” When, however, the category 
of non-existence is not admitted at all, adopting the view of 
the puranas " From the earth results potness, from the pot 
the sherds, from the. sherds (result) powder, and fine dust, 
and thence (result) atoms,” then there is nothing at all to 
consider. 

XXXII(a). Now, since even in the case of nescience, that 
is of the nature of an existent, removability by knowledge is 
admitted, the perception of nescience in the form, ” I am 
ignorant etc., pregnant with the cognition of the locus and 
the object, is certainly contradicted. Not so. All the three, 
the locus, the object, and the ijescience, are revealed by one 
and the same witness. And thus, this witness while esta- 
blishing (i.e., revaaling) the locus and the object, certainly 
establishes similarly nescience too but does not remove it. 
What removes it, however, is only that cognition which 

• In respect of the cognition oiVion-existcnce, the cognition of the substrate 
and the counter-correlate is the cause ; one could not know “roses are not 
green ’ if one had no prior knowledge of “ roses ’’ and “ greep-ness”, 
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is a psychosis of the internal organ. And since that is non- 
existent here, how is there contradiction ? 

XXXII(b)- Now, in “I know not the pot”, the pot, 
which defines the nescience, is not capable of being cognised 
by the witness which is devoid of relation (to it) ; for, the 
establishment of an external object is dependent on a pramana 
related to that (object) itself; nor (can the pot be cognised) 
by a pramana (i. e., a psychosis of the internal organ), since 
the nescience (relating to the pot) is removable by pramana; 
if this be said, true. (But) though in the case of the mere 
pot there is non-existence of being cognised by the witness, 
in the case of what is qualified by the attribute of “not being 
known”, cognition by the witness, which is related (to it) 
through nescience, is certainly intelligible. Nor may it be 
said “If to be cognised by the witness is non-existent in the 
case of the pure, that (being cognised) is unintelligible even 
in the case of the qualified, since in the case of taste etc., 
though qualified by a visible substance, visibility is not seen.” 
For, though there is no mental perception of the bare 
primal atom, yet it is admitted by others (the Logicians) 
that as the qualification of the cognition “I know the primal 
atom” it is the object of mental perception.' In ordinary 
experience too, in the case of Bahu, though of itself imper- 
ceptible, perceptibility is seen, as associated with the moon 
etc. Even in the view of the others, there has been stated 
the defect (present) in the cognition as well as in the 

1 Porcoption, according to the Naiyayikas, may bo by the senses or by the 
mind; cases of associative cognition, like the immediate apprehension of 
fragrance in what is seen but not smelt, come under the latter class; so 
too does reflective cognition (anuvyavasaya-jfiana) e. g., “I know the 
primal atom” which is immediate; the atom itself is but inferred; thus what 
is in itself not immediately cognised is yet, as associated with another, th0 
object of such cognition. 
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non-cognition of the pot, which is the qualification of the non- 
existence of knowledge in “I know not the pot.” Therefore, 
everything whether as known or as unknown is certainly 
the object of the witness-intelligence. 

XXXII(c). Now, then, there would not be a difference 
between objects, as known and not known; similarly, there 
woixld be the futility of the functioning of pramana (i. e., the 
psychosis of the internal organ) and conflict with its 
co-presence and co-absence if this be said, not so. For, 
just as nescience acquires for its own object the attribute of 
unknownness and accomplishes its relation to the witness, 
even so, pramana too is that which acquires for its own 
object the attribute of knownness and accomplishes its 
relation to the witness; this being acknowledged, there is 
the removal of the said defect. Thus, therefore, the perception 
‘T am ignorant,” in conjunction with the reasoning above 
stated, is the pramaua for ignorance, which is of the nature of 
an existent. 

XXXlII(a). Similarly, in respect of him who prefers 
inference alone, that too is stated, in order to establish the 
nature of an existent, even directly, without (subsidiary) 
reasoning as in the case of perception. The disputed 
cognition due to a pramaua, should have been preceded by 
some thing else, which is othqr than its own antecedent non- 
existence, which obscures its own object, which is removable 
by itself and is present in its own locus -, for it is that which 
manifests a thing not yet manifested, like the light of a lamp 
arising for the first time in darkness. If cognition in 
general were the subject, there would be non-establishment 
of the probans in the case of repetitive cognition ; hence it is 
said, “ due to a pramana”* Similarly, in order to exclude 
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(the second and subsequent cognitions of) a continuous 
stream of cognition^ (it is said) “disputed”. If it were 
merely said “ preceded by something”, there would be prov- 
ing the proven in respect of its own locus, the self etc.; 
therefore, it is said “ something else”. Similarly, (the state- 
ment) excludes the causal aggregate other than its own locus, 
dharma (merit) etc., prior cognition, and antecedent non- 
existence, through the four qualifications “ present in its own 
locus,” etc., taken in the descending order.' And with this 
is established the intended particular, i.e. nescience, which is 
of the nature of an existent. In order to ward off inconstancy 
(of the probans) in respect of the (second and subsequent) 
cognitions in a continuous stream, (it is said) “ not yet mani- 
fested ". In order to ward off the lack of both (probans and 
probandum) from (the subsequent) lights existing in a conti- 
nuous stream, (it is said) “ for the first time ”. In order to 
ward off that (defect) in respect of the light of a lamp that 
arises in a place with sunlight, (it is said) “in darkness”. 

XXXlII(b). Because of the unintelligibility otherwise 
of superimposition which is indeterminable and is twofold, 
in the form of cognitions and of things, there is indetermin- 
ability of its material cause, nescience. Nor is there intelli- 
gibility (of nescience) even otherwise, since, if it be real, 
there is Contingence of the reality of its product too. And 

' To show that ‘ something else ’ which precedes the disputed cognition is not 
the antecedent non-existence of the cognition, it is said ‘ which is other 
than its own antecedent non-existence ’. By stating that it ‘ obscures 
its own object ' there is the removal of the ‘ prior cognition ’ of the object.' 
The clause * which is removable by itself ' indicates that it is removed 
by cognition and not by dharma etc. To show that nescience is present' 
in the same locus where there is subsequent cognition, there is the phrase 
‘ present in its own locus this removes ‘the causal aggregate other than 
' its own locus’. 
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similarly because of the unintelligibility otherwise of (its) 
being the primal cause, there is beginninglessness* And if it 
had a beginning, there being the need for a sucession of 
material causes, a primal cause would not be established. 
Thus, therefore, it is established that the material cause of 
superimposition is nescience, which is beginningless, is 
indeterminable, is of the nature of an existent, is located in 
the self and has the self for object. 

XXXlV(a). Now, does this nescience obscure the not-self 
too, as (it does) the self ? Or does it not obscure ? Not the 
first, because of the absence of evidence and fruit- It is thus- 
“ This blue is obscured by nescience,” in this form it should 
be apprehended by a pramapa; and that is not possible, 
whether there is cognition or non-cognition of blue. If then 
you think that though obscuration by nescience be impossible 
at the very time of the cognition of blue, obscuration is 
certainly understood at the time prior to the cognition of 
blue, that is not (so), since what indicates (that) is unproved. Is 
“ being known now ” the indication ? Or is it " being known 
now alone”? Or is it the unintelligibility otherwise of the 
recognition “ This is that same blue ”? Or is it the unintelli- 
gibility otherwise of the absence of the remembrance of having 
been cognised, in between the (original) cognition and the 
recognition ? Not the first; fior in the (subsequent) cognitions 
of a continuous stream the earlier cognised alone being cogni- 
sed later too, ” being known now ” is possible even without 
obscuration in the time prior. Not the second, because of 
reciprocal dependence in that, if earlier obscuration be establi- 
shed there would he tl|e restriction “ known now alone,” 
while if the latter be established, there would be the establish* 
ment of the former- Not the third, since there is no rule that 
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there is recognition only for him whoj having cognised, 
has forgotten for a time ; for, recognition is seen in the 
form “ I am he ” in respect of the self, though constantly 
manifest- Not the fourth ; for it may also be well said 
that of the cognitions which arose as devoid of obscuration, 
in between the cognition and the recognition, there is no 
remembrance. There is indeed no rule that whatever is 
experienced is certainly remembered. Nor may it be asked 
“ Nescience is experienced as relating to an object, in the 
form ‘ I know not the thing stated by you and the relation 
of nescience, in the case of the self, is seen to be an obscur- 
ation; how can it be denied (to be such in the case of the 
not-self)?”; for there is acknowledged experience by the 
witness-intelligence, in respect of what are superimposed on 
itself, viz., nescience, (its) objects and their relations. And 
the relation between nescience and the object is characterised 
as of the nature of cause and effect, not characterised as of 
the nature of obscurer and that which is obscured: for 
obscuration is impossible in the case of wliat has been 
superimposed. Obscuration at the time of cognition is self- 
contradictory ; as for the time of non-cognition, that itself 
does not e.xist, since what is superimposed, like the two 
moons etc., is constituted of cognition alone. If the superim- 
posed too were obscured, then there would nowhere be its 
presentation ; for, the superimposed not being within the 
sphere of pramapas, its obscuration would not be removed. 
A thing, which is knowable by a pramaija, may, verily, because 
of being real, remain even uncognised ; that may somehow 
be even obscured ; that which is superimposed, however, is 
removable by a pramapa ; how indeed can that be obscured ? 
Therefore there is no evidence at all for the obscuration of 
the not-self- Similarly, the fruit too is difficult to establish. 
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For, everywhere, the fruit of obscuration is the obstruction 
of contingent luminosity. Here, in the not-self, is that 
luminosity contingent of itself, or on the strength of a 
pram5na» or on the strength of intelligence? Not the first, 
because of inertness (of the not-self). Not the second, since 
obscuration, removable by a pramaua, cannot be an obstacle 
to that (pramaua or the luminosity caused thereby). Not th® 
third ; for when this results even from the obscuration of 
intelligence, there is futility in assuming a distinct obscur- 
ation in respect of the not-self. Truly, at night, when the 
sun is hidden by Meru, an umbrella or the like is not needed 
to ward off the sun. It may then be said: just as even 
when the sun is bidden by clouds, there is need of the 
umbrella etc-, for warding off the subtle (presence of the) 
sun (in what is) called heat, similarly, here too, in order 
to ward off even the traces of luminosity effected by intelli- 
gence, though veiled by nescience, there is a distinct obscur- 
ation; that is not sound. Is it that one and the same nescience 
is admitted to have its locus in the self and obscure the 
not-self ? Or is there assumed a different nescience for every 
object ? Not the first ; for, the manifestation of the object 
being impossible without the destruction of the obscuration, 
when nescience is removed by the cognition even of a single 
thing, there is the contingence of immediate release (from all 
nescience). Not the second, 'since there is no ground for 
the assumption, inasmuch as the (presence of) traces of 

luminosity effected by intelligence obscured by nescience 
% 

is acceptable ; otherwise, there would not result the empirical 
usage “ This is unknown ”. Therefore, the view of obscur- 
ation (of the not-self) can hardly be maintained, since it is 
devoid of evidence or fruit- 
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XXXlV(b). Nor is the second (possible, viz., that it 
does not obscure): for if there be no obscuration, there is the 
contingence of the constant cognition of the not-self. 

XXXV. To this it is said (in reply) : the first (viz., 
obscuration) is certainly not admitted. On the second, 
however, how is there constant cognition ? Is it as known, 
or as unknown, or as sometimes known and unknown at 
other times ? Not the first, since the functioning of pramaija, 
which brings about known-ness, is (but) occasional (not 
constant). Not the second, since unknown-ness is removed 
by being known for a time. Not the third, since it is accept- 
able* For, it has been said that everything whether as 
known or as unknown is certainly the object of the witness- 
intelligence Now what is called unknown-ness is to be 
the object of nescience ; and to be an object is to be the 
support of some distinction produced by the visayin and 
there is not admitted in respect of the not-self (any distinc- 
tion such as) obscuration produced by nescience : how then 
can there be unknownness for it ? It is said (in reply): the 
nescience present in intelligence as defined by the this-element 
of nacre, gives rise to the superimposition of silver, and 
produces in silver the distinction called the presentation of 
that (silver): hence results the unknown-ness of nacre. Thus, 
in every case, in respect of the not-self, even if obscuration 
be not admitted, unknown-ness is to be understood. Now, 
the projection called silver does not appear when nacre is 


^ As contrasted with visaya, the object, visayin would ordinarily bo the 
subject ; horo, however, the reference is to nescience, which is so because 
it is not the obji-'ct and it is that to which the object is such ; in such 
contexts it is left untranslated, the meaning being “ that to which the 
object is object 
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cognised, since it is removable by cognition of nacre; when, 
however, nacre is not cognised, how is it understood that the 
projection is a distinction belonging to tho.t (nacre)? Not so ; 
the form of nacre is not cognised, and the form “ this " is 
cognised ; hence there is the removal of both the defects 
(alleged). 

XXXVI(a). Now, nescience located in the self is but 
one : and that effects projection alone, not obscuration ; even 
on this view, is it that, like the pot by a pestle, the projection 
alone is resolved into its material cause by the nacre-cognition? 
Or is it that the material cause too is removed ? On the first 
(view), the projection alone being resolved, in the very same 
way, even by Brahman-knowledge, there is contingence of 
non-release. On the second (view), nescience being removed 
even by nacre-cognition, there is contingence of immediate 
release. If in the desire to remedy (the contingence of) 
immediate release, it be admitted that there arc differences of 
nescience for every object or that superimposition does not 
have nescience as its material cause, there would result pro- 
lixity of assumptions and the reality of superimposition. 

XXXVI(b). Not so. On the first view, there is no 
defect. For there is the inference “Brahman-knowledge, 
that is in dispute, is what removes the material cause of 
projection, since, while being opposed to it, it comes into 
being subsequently, just as nacre-cognition is what removes 
its own prior non-existence and the superimposition of silver.” 
Even on the second view there is not the alleged defect ; for it 
is acknowledged that only the different modes of primal 
nescience, which are thq material causes of silver etc., are 
removed by the cognitions of nacre etc. Thus, therefore, there 
is no^defect whatever in not admitting obscuration in respect 
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of the non-intelligent. As for the statement, “which obscures 
its own^object” in’the inference establishing nescience as 
of the nature of an existent, that is even so, where the 
self is the object; where, however, the object is non- 
intelligent, like nacre, for different modes of nescience, 
which are the material causes of silver etc , there is in effect 
(the function of) obscuration, through the interposition of 
intelligence (as defined by nacre etc.), but not directly: thus 
there is no confiict. 

XXXVII(a). Now, even in respect of the self, what is 
called obscuration, is it destruction of luminosity ? Or is it 
obstruction to luminosity in the production of the effect, 
called manifestedness of the object ? Or is it the expectancy 
of some other auxiliary in respect of that same (manifested- 
ness)? Not the first, since luminosity is of the (very) nature 
of the eternal self. Not the second, nor the third, since in 
respect of the object, there is not admitted any separate 
manifestedness other than the luminosity of intelligence mani- 
fested by the psychosis of the internal organ. Therefore the 
nature of obscuration is difficult to demonstrate. 

XXXVII (b). If this be said, that is true. Hence it is 
that for obscuration there should be admitted the nature of 
indeterminable nescience-, but the denial thereof, merely 
because of the difficulty of demenstration, does not stand to 
reason* since it is established by inference. It is thus. Among 
fools there is this empirical usage “ A true self which is 
above appetite etc., and known to ^he discriminating, does 
not exist: it is not manifest”. This empirical usage should 
have for cause an obscuring agent, which is of the nature of 
an existent, in respect of the self, since when there exists 
fully the cause for the empirical usage '^exists, is manifest 
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it is an empirical usage to the contrary; what hns not this 
(cause) is not that (in effect), e. g., the empirical usage “the 
pot exists, is manifest” (where there is no obscuration). Nor 
is the full presence of the cause non -established, since here 
there is no need for anything other than the eternally 
established self-luminous intelligence. Nor is there explana- 
tion (of the probans) otherwise; for, in the case of the 
partless omnipresent self it is difficult to imagine any 
obscuring agent other than this, (for example) a material 
substance. And thus it is proved that the capacity for the 
said empirical usage in respect of the self is the nature of the 
obscuring agent. 

XXXVIII(a). Now in “ajnana”, if, for the negative parti- 
cle (nan), the sense be non-existence, then, it would be non- 
existence of knowledge; if the sense be an opposite, (it would 
be) delusive cognition; and if the sense be any other, (it would 
be) the residual impression of delusion- And thus non- 
existence of knowledge, delusive cognition and its impression^ 
these alone would be the denotation of ‘‘ajnana”; they alone 
would, after obstructing the manifestation of the true nature 
of Brahman, generate the said empirical usage; what (is 
the need) of this assumption of an obscuring agent, which is 
of the nature of an existent? 

XXXVI 11(b). If this he asked, not so; for the non- 
manifestation of the true nature of Brahman, in sleep etc., 
is not explained otherwise (than by this assumption). It is 
thus. For the true nature of Brahman here, is there non- 
manifestation, because of itself (Brahman’s own nature)? 
Or is it because of tljie difference of the true nature of 
Brahman from the cognising jiva in the same way as the 
consciousness of another person ? Or is it under the influence 
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of an obstruction ? Not the first, because of the self* 
luminosity of Brahman- Not the second, because of the 
^ruti declaration of oneness in “that thou art’’.^ On the 
third (alternative), is the obstruction caused by delusive 
cognition, or its residual impression, or the non-existence of 
knowledge, or the influence of karma ? Not the first, since 
in sleep etc., even illusory cognition is lost. Not the second, 
since in the case of the residual impression of the siver-delusion 
there is not seen capacity to obstruct the manifestation of 
the true nature of nacre. As for the third (possibility), for 
that knowledge, which is one’s own nature and eternal, 
non-existence is impossible. As for the non-existence of 
other cognitions, that is not capable of obstructing the 
manifestation of the true nature of the self-luminous Brahman, 
as, otherwise, there is the contingence of obstruction even in 
release. Even on the fourth (possibility), is it that karmas 
obstruct the whole of intelligence or only to the exclusion of 
that part which manifests themselves ? On the first, karmas 
would not be established at all, because of the absence of 
what can establish (them, i. e.. intelligence). Not the second, 
because of the contingence of (a policy of using) half the 
gourd, which is not supported by any evidence. Nor may it 
be said that the two defects analysed are common even to the 
(view of an) obscuring agent, which is of the nature of 
an existent; for there is assumed the leaving out (of the 
obscuration) of the part that manifests (the obscuring agent) 
itself, even if it be (the policy of using) half the gourd, 
because of the unintelligibility otherwise of the immediate 
experience ‘‘I am ignorant”. Nor are karmas immediately 
experienced in that way. Though there the mediate 
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experience itself may be a ground of assumption, yet karmas 
are not obstacles, since they are of the form of residual 
impressions like the residual impression of the silver-delusion. 
Now, because of the smrti, ^ ‘‘But, tamas, obscuring 
knowledge, generates delusion”, the constituent (guna)) 
tamas, may itself be the obstacle-, if this be said, no ; for if 
it be not removed by Brahman-knowledge, there is contin- 
gence of non-release. If, however, it be removed, since that 
itself is the obscuring agent, which is of the nature of an 
existent, the dispute would be as to the name alone. There- 
fore, even by him who maintains difference cum non-difference 
the foolish obstinacy that in sleep non-existence of knowledge 
is alone the cause of the non-manifestation of the true nature 
of Brahman should be abandoned, and nescience, which is 
of the nature of an existent, should alone be acknowledged. 

XXXIX(a). And as for the other foolish obstinacy of 
his, that, in waking and dreaming, the delusion “I am a 
man” is alone the cause of the non-manifestation of the 
true nature of Brahman, that too is unsound; for in bis 
view, this delusion is difficult to explain. Just as, in “The 
cow is a khanda, the cow is a munda”, ^ because of the two 
appositional relations, it is admitted that the two relations of 
difference cum non-difference between one and the same class, 
cowness, and the two particulars are certainly valid, in the 
very same way in “I am a man* I am Brahman”, why is it not 
admitted that the two relations of difference cum non-difference 
of the one jiva with both the body and Brahman are certainly 
valid? And thus, even the cognition of non-difference between 

> Bh. Gits, XIV, 9, ^ 

3 Kliati^s and muti^a denote tvro varieties of cow; a cow may be one or the 
other, hut one cannot he the other. 
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the body and the self in “I am a man” would certainly be valid, 
not a delusion. Even the negation consequent on the sSstra, 
viz,, “I am not a man^ but Brahman” is intelligible in 
the same way as “This cow is not a khanda, but a munda”. 
Then it may be said: “Just as in the locus of the cognised 
thisness there is the negation *this is not silver’, similarly, in 
the locus of the cognised self thei'e is the negation of 
being-a-human-being in the form ‘I am not a man’; hence 
the cognition of being-a-human-being in respect of the self is 
a delusion”: that is not (so); for in that case since in the 
locus of cowness cognised as of the form of khanda in “the 
cow is khanda” there is subsequently the negation ‘this is 
not khanda’ there is the contingence of thekhanda-cognition 
too being delusive. Nor may it be that khanda is denied in 
respect of mund®, but not in respect of the locus of cow-ness; 
for in the mund® there is no contingence of the khanda (so 
as to call for a negation). Now, cow-ness as defined by the 
khand® particular, is the locus that is cognised; and not 
in respect of that is khanda denied, but in respect of 
coW'Uess as defined by the mund® particular ; if this 
be said, then in the present case too the self as defined 
by being-a-human-being is the locus cognised: and not 
in respect of that is being-a-human-being denied, but in 
respect of the self as defined by Brahman-hood. This being 
the case, like the particulars’' khanda and mund® to the 
recurrent cow-ness, the body and Brahman are related to 
the recurrent self; therefore, as for tbe cognition ‘the cow 
is a khanda,’ (so) for the cognition ‘I am a man’ validity 
would be difficult to avoid. If, then there be validity 
there because of the non-destruction of tbe empirical usage, 
that for you is common to the present case too-, for, on your 
view, even in the state of release, the jiva. which is non- 
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different from the omniscient Brahman, the material cause of 
all, being (thus) the self of everything, there is non-destruc- 
tion of the empirical usage due to conceit in the bodies, 
organs etc., of all. 

XXXIX(b). If it be said that because of the non-existcnce 
of all the five determinants of difference cum non*difference,- 
viz., the relations of the class and the particular, the effect 
and the cause, the quality and its possessor, the qualification 
and the substrate, the member and the whole, — the, non- 
difference of the body and the self is a delusion, not so. It 
does not stand to reason that all the five together are the 
determinants, since there is seen inconstancy. If, however, 
each one is the determinant, since a prolixity involved in a 
plurality of determinants is admitted even by yourself, why 
should not the relation of the body and the embodied be 
also a determinant ? Since, if this be not a determinant, 
that (consequence) may be deduced in the very same way 
even for the others, difference cuvi non-difference could not 
be established anywhere. If, then, because of the fear of 
undue extension there be restriction to five alone, then let 
there be the relation of effect and cause as between the body 
and the self ; for it is possible figuratively to attribute to 
the self the causality present in Brahman because of their 
similarity in respect of being intelligent. Now, the relation 
(of cause and effect) only in its principal (not figurative) 
sense is the determinant ; even because of the non-existence 
of this, the cognition “ I am a man ” is a delusion ; if this, 
be said, even thus, if what is called delusion be a transforma- 
tion of the internal orga^, nescience would not be located 
in the self. If it be said that this very transformation of 
the internal organ is imposed on the self, even thus, since on 
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the view of you who maintain (illusion to be) cognition 
otherwise,^ the relation between the substrate and the 
superimposed is a nullity, there would be no relation 
between the self and nescience- If, then it be said that 
delusion is a transformation of the self, no, since the self is 
immutable. If it be said “ The self’s immutability is not 
established for us,” true ; even thus, the self is admitted by 
you to have the quality of eternal cognition ; and thus, even 
while that cognition remains, there has to be predicated the 
transformation (of the selO in the form of a delusion. And 
that does not stand to reason ; for, the simultaneous inherence 
in one and the same substance of two particular qualities of 
the same class, neither of which is in the state of perishing, 
is impossible ; truly, two whitenesses are not seen to be 
inherent simultaneously in a cloth. 

XXXIX(c). Therefore, even in waking and dreaming, 
it is only the beginningless, indeterminable nescience that 
should be admitted as obscuring Brahman. Now, if there be 
relation to nescience, the self’s unattachedness would be 
destroyed; if this be said, no; for even a beginningleas 
relation, which, like nescience, is assumptive, does not, 
any more than its product (i-e-, the world), destroy the 
unattachedness (of the self). Thus, therefore, nescience, which 
is of the nature of an existent, does even without obscuring 
the not-self, generate projection alone therein ; the self, 
however, it obscures and also generates therein superimposi- 
tions such as are capable of the empirical usage “I”, “This”, 
‘‘ This is mine 

1 Anyathd^khyQti : — When nacre in coguiHOd as silver, silver is not located 
in what is in front. The cognition is of the silver existing somewhere 
else, e.g,, in the treasury. Silver present elsewhere and at another time is 
imposed on the nacre which is in front. \That is delusive is the relating of 
nac)^e and 81 1 Tcr. 
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XL. Now, the partless intelligent self is cognised in 
the form I ”, but not in a form associated with two ele- 
ments, like “ This is silver ” ; therefore, this is not a 
snperimposition. Similarly, the body too is cognised as 
“ this”: and for this, superimposedness is not possible, since 
it is apprehended by the sense organs, which are of the 
nature of pramauas (means of valid knowledge). And if 
superimposed, there should be, as for nescience, capacity 
to be cognised by the bare witness-perception. Though in 
“ I am a man ”, as in ” This is silver ” there is cognised 
the relation of substrate and superimposition as possessing 
two elements, yet this is not invariable ; for, when the soul 
departs, the body is cognised even separately. The superim- 
posed silver is not, indeed, cognised separately from the 
substrate. If, then, you consider that the pramana which 
cognises the body is only empirical, not such as makes known 
the truth, even thus, if it be superimposed on the self, there 
should be declared resolution even therein. And it is not 
so declared (by sruti), but resolution in the earth alone is 
declared in the words ” The body in the earth Therefore, 
this is not superimposed on the self. Similarly, even the 
host of things is cognised in the form “This is mine”, 
as distinct from the body, incapable of cognition as ‘‘ I ”, and 
related to the agent of egoity ; and here there is not even a 
suspicion of superimposition. • 

XLI. It is said (in reply). We shall explain (later) the 
inclusion of a non-intelligent element in (the cognition) “ I 
Therefore this is certainly a superimposition. Of the body 
too, superimposedness is to be established, since like the 
internal organ and thd (other) organs, it is an object of 


l Brh., III. ii. 13. 
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cognition. And in the case of the internal organ and the 
(other) oi’gans, superimposition is established, since, there 
being no cognition of their reality as separate from the self, 
they, like nescience, are immediately experienced by the bare 
witness. Nor may it be doubted that in their case, the 
superimposition is only in respect of relation, not in respect 
of existence: since in “His pranas'^ do not depart, they 
are resolved even here there is sruti declaration of resolu- 
tion even in the self, when there is realisation of the true 
nature of the self, superimposition in respect of existence too 
is established. In the case of the body too, it should be 
understood that the I’esolution is in the self alone, through 
the channel of the earth (into which the body is primarily 
resolved). When the enjoyer, qualified by the body, organs 
etc., is superimposed, need it, then, be said that its accessory, 
the host of external objects of enjoyment, is superimposed ? 
Truly, in the case of a king magically created in a dream, 
the accessories of kingship are not real. Therefore, all the 
three — “ I ”, “ This ”, and “ This is mine ” — are certainly 
superimposed. 

XLII. Nor should there by any dispute even as to the 
superimposition of the attribute alone ; for, in “ I am deaf 
there is seen the superimposition of deafness alone, the 
attribute of the sense (of hearing), on the self. As for the 
superimposition of cognition, since that is inseparable from 
the superimposition of things, it has not to be established 
separately. Therefore it is established that it is impossible to 
deny superimposition, which is thus rooted in experience. 


A Mc.aniiiR “ Benscs 
2 NTsimhottaratapaniya, 6, 
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XLIII. The preceptor and the pupil or (two) disputants, 
these are the inquirers into the truth of the sastra. Of these 
first, the preceptor has told the pupil about superimposition. 
Then, in » espect of those who dispute about superimposition, 
there are stated the definition, the possibility and the evidence, 
in order that superimposition may be established- 

XLIV- Now, by the definition in every case, what is 
defined is distinguished from everything else ; and by the 
possibilitj', there is refuted the cognition of its impossibility 
in its own spatial and temporal locus ; and by evidence is 
established its existence ; and thus, the very evidences which 
are to bo mentioned here for establishing superimposition — 
namely, perception, inference, the unintelligibility otherwise 
of empirical usage, and revelation — culminate by implication 
in distinguishing superimposition from everything else and 
in refuting (its) impossibility ; for it is in>possible to have a 
valid cognition of superimposition which is not (thus) dietin' 
guished and which is impossible- Therefore, the definition 
and the possibility do not have to be stated separately from 
the evidence. 

XLV. If this be said, not so. Two-fold indeed is the 
form of superimposition here, viz., one being of the nature of 
another, and illusoriness. Of these it is not possible to 
experience illusoriness by the .perception etc., which are to be 
mentioned as establishing one being of the nature of another ; 
for illusoriness i n the case of “ this is silver ” is to 
be understood from the unintelligibility (other-wise) of the 
sublation (of that cognition), while here there is no sublation* 
Now, there is^ certainly sublation here too, since in the 
absence of reciprocal discrimination, which is the cause of 
sublation, it is impossible to understand that this is the pre- 
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sentation of one as of the nature of another ; if this be said, 
not so ; for though there be sublation by reason, there is not 
the immediately experienced sublation that destroys the delu- 
sive presentation and hence the determination of illusoriness 
is not clear. Therefore in order to make that clear it is the 
definition that must be stated. Similarly, since in the world, 
in respect of portents like the hole in the sun, though known 
by cognition free from any cause of invalidity, there is seen 
the (cognition of) impossibility, here too, since in the self 
there are seen attributes opposed to superimposition, such as 
not being an object, not being attached, non-existence of 
similarity (to any other) etc-, there arises the cognition of 
impossibility. Nor may it be said '' If in respect of the self, 
the nature of not being an object etc-, be not known, there is 
not the cognition of impossibility: if known, however, there 
remains no superimposition at all"; for mediate presentation 
is the cause of the cognition of impossibility, since with this 
much there is not removed superimposition which is im- 
mediate. Therefore, in order to refute impossibility, the 
possibility too has certainly to be stated, as distinct from the 
evidence. And thus even by others (here, the Logicians), 
there is stated the antecedence of the definition and the 
possibility to the evidence: “The establishment of the object of 
knowledge is dependent on evidence; and the establishment of 
evidence results from the definition; and that cannot be pre* 
vented even by the gods, when there are evidences like 
perception. That statement for which, in the premising, 
there is a possibility, may be established by means of probana: 
but that which is killed even while it originates cannot be 
saved by prohans"- Of these too, possibility is preceded by 
definition. For when the distinctive form has been presented 
by the definition, the subsequent enquiry as to whether this 
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is possible oy not stands to reason. Otherwise, the enquiry 
would have no content. Therefore, it is the definition that 
should be stated first. 

XXjVI- That is stated. Superimposition is of two kinds, 
a thing qualified by a cognition and a cognition qualified by a 
thing. Of these, the definition of the thing (superimposed) 
is ‘'s\iperimposition is that thing which is similar to what is 
remembered and appears as of the nature of a different thing”. 
Of the cognition, however, (the definition is) '‘^superimposition 
is that (cognition) similar to memory, which is the presenta- 
tion of one (thing) as of the nature of another.” 

XLVII(a). Now, since in "this is silver” there are no 
evidences like the sense of sight, the silver, by elimination, is 
only the remembered, not that which is similar to that 
which is remembered; thus say those who maintain akhyati 
(non-apprehension). ^ 

XLVII(b). If this be said, not so; for that (silver) is 
presented as existing in front. Nor may it be thought that the 
presentation in that way is for the this-element alone, not for 
the silver; for, just as in cases of right (cognition), such as 
‘'this is silver”, “this is a pot”, the general and the particular 
are immediately presented as in reciprocal relation, there is a 
similar presentation here too. Then, it may be thought that 
such empirical usage is because of the presentation of the 
general and the particular without any interval (between the 
two), not because of the existence of a cognition of relation. 
That is not (so): for, there is not seen the slightest inferiority 

1 AkhyQti Error is not due to defoctite cognition There is perceptual 
cognition of nacre, and there is memory of silver. Somehow the momorymesB 
of silver is lost, and because of aviveka, what is pciceivod is confounded with 
\ 7 hat ifl remomhered* 
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(of these cognitions) to' cases of real (cognition). If it be said 
that the non-existence of silver in front is itself the inferio- 
rity, no. la it that because of the non-existence of immediate 
cognition there is the certitude of the non-existence of silver ? 
Or is it because of the sublating cognition “this is not silver’’? 
Not the first; for the non-existence of the cognition is itself 
not admitted. If the non-existence of cognition be ascertained 
even through the non-existence of the object, there would be 
reciprocal dependence. Therefore even because of the existence 
of immediate cognition, the existence of silver in front should 
be admitted. Nor may it be said in the reverse way that 
the ascertainment of the existence of the cognition is depen- 
dent on the ascertainment of the existence of the object ; 
for, in that case, the ascertainment of the object too being 
similarly dependent on some other ascertainment, there is 
the con tingence of infinite regress- Therefore the ascertain- 
ment of cognition comes from itself. On that is dependent the 
existence of the object- Nor the second, since the subsequent 
cognition, which is in conflict with the earlier cognition 
“ this is silver ’’ is not capable of sublating- What, then, 
is the explanation of the subsequent cognition? If this bo 
asked, the explanation of the earlier cognition, in your view, 
that itself will apply (to the subsequent cognition). Just us 
in “ this is silver ’’ there is assumed non-discrimination by 
you between the form of “ this*’ and the form of “ silver ’’, 
similarly, why should it not be assumed that in the denial too 
there is but non-discrimination, not the cognition of a 
(reciprocal) relation ? If it be said that because of the cog- 
nition of accord with empirical usage, it is ascertained that 
in the denial there is cognition of (reciprocal) relation, then 
the self-luminosity of cognition would be abandoned. If it 
said " since this is established only in respect of him who 



I, xlvii] , FlkST VAli*\Ak.A ;V/ 

disputes there is uo acoeptance of what is repugnant to my 
final position ”, oven thus, infinite regress is difficult to 
remedy. Nor may it be said that the non-existence of silver 
in front is admitted by all ; for there is admitted by us, quite 
in conformity with the presentation, an illusory silver, 
capable of being removed by the cognition of nacre. 

XL'VIT(c'', The admission of even illusory silver con- 
flicts with the negation in all three times ‘ this is not 
silver’ ; if this be said, no; for, that negation has for content 
the silver known to the world as real. Nor may there be 
doubted thus the denial of what is not contingent ; for, activity 
being seen in resi)ect of the illusory silver for him who is in 
search of real silver, there is acknowledged the contingence 
of real silver-uess in the locus of the generality (of silver- 
ness). Otherwise even the denial of a pot on the ground 
would be difficult to state- If the pot exists, the denial would 
be contradicted, while if the pot do not exist, there would 
bo the denial of what is not contingent. Therefore, the 
contingence of the pot is through the adjunct of space in 
general or time in general, but not directly. Let it be the 
very same even for real silver. And this being the case, there 
are intelligible both these — that the subsequent cognition 
' there is no silver here ’ has real silver for content, and 
that the cognition ‘ the illusory silver alone appeared ’ has 
illusory silver for content. Otherwise one cognition would 
be denied. 

XLVII(d). Now, because of the unintelligibility of the 
immediacy of silver, the presentation of the related is assumed, 
and for the intelligibility of that there is taken the trouble 
of assuming an illusory silver ; but the immediacy of silver 
is intelligible even becasuse of non-discrimination from the 
immediate nacre-cognition, certainly without the presentation 
8 
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of the related : if this be said, no. In that cascj non-discri- 
mination alone would be reflected on even at the time of 
discriminative knowledge, in the form ‘ for so much time 
that silver was not discriminated from this And not thus 
is it reflected on. But because of the recognition in the 
form * for so much time this appeared as silver ’, it is cer- 
tainly the presentation of the related that is reflected on. 
Therefore there should be admitted an illusory silver existing 
in front- Otherwise, since having seen nacre, one is active 
in respect of silver, which would fit in and with what ? 
Therefore this silver is not what is remembered, but only 
what is similar to the remembered. And that similarity is 
intelligible, because of being known by cognition dependent 
on prior experience. Indeed, there is not seen the delusion 
of silver for him who has not experienced silver. Bor the 
same reason, because of being generated by residual im- 
pressions, there is to be understood the similarity to memory, 
even of the superimposition of cognition. 

XLVII(e). If it be said (hat what is in dispute is not 
produced by residual impression, since it is cognition other 
than memory, like perception, (we say) no; for there is the 
conditioning adjunct (in the pervasion as it obtains in the 
example), viz., being generated by sense-contact alone. Nor 
may there be suspected non-pervasion of probandum by the 
adjunct, in the case of such* cognitions as those from 
inference and revelation; for, in the case of those (cognitions) 
which, as dependent on the cognition of pervasion etc., are 
prodiiced by residual impressions, the probandum (non- 
generation by saipskara) is non-existent (and hence the 
alleged adjunct stands).^ 

1 Tho argument scokfcj ta show that the delusive cognition, not being a case oi 
memory, is not generated by residual impressions; the example adduced 
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XLVII(f). This may be (urged): The cognitions in 
dispute are true, since they are cognitions, like those (others) 
which are admitted; by this reasoning there is only a two-fold 
classification of cognition into valid cognition and memory. 
And thus, even the silver-cognition is not a superimposition, 
but a memory; for, it is produced by residual impression 
alone, like what is admitted (to be so generated and conse- 
quently to be memory-cognition). Nor may it be asked Tf 
it be memory, then why should not another piece of nacre 
itself be remembered because of greater .similarity ?’ ; for, 
even such defects as desire present in the agent (of cognition) 
are causes, and these do not exist in respect of another piece 
of nacre. Because of the conceit of memory, through those 
same defects, the that-element does not figure in the memory 
of silver. Similarly the presentation of the particularities (of 
the ‘this’) being obstructed by the same (defects), even in 
the apprehension of nacre, its having a dark exterior and so 
on are not presented. And thus both the apprehension 
and the memory come to be non-discriminated. Therefore, 
he who seeks silver is active in respect of what is in front, 

ia perception. But here wo have a case of cognition which, while being other 
than momory, is generated fiololy by .sense-contact. This quality is, there- 
fore, the adjunct conditioning the pervasion between momory and non- 
goueratlon by residual impression; that is to say, non-generation by residual 
impression can bo inferred in the case of only such non-memory cognitions 
as are generated solely by scnsc-contact, just as generation of smoko by fire 
can be inferred only in those cases where the fuel is w^et. Now, if an alleged 
adjunct is really such, there should be pervasion as between that and the 
prohandum^ If the prohandum existed in the absence of the adjunct, the 
latter would fail to be such. The objector claims that in the case of 
inference and revelation wc have such non- pervasion. The reply is that 
while in these cases the adjunct— generation by sense-contact alone — is 
non-existent, the prohandum too is non-existent, since they are generated by 
residual impreBsions, 
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XLVII(g). Now, are apprehension and memory both 
the cause of activity, or each by itself? On the first (alter- 
native) too, do they cause activity together or in sequence ? 
Not the first, since there is not simultaneity for apprehension 
and memory. It does not stand to reason that the causing 
of activity belongs to two which are qualified by sequence, 
for, the prior cognition, which is at a distance in respect of 
activity, is not a cause (of that). Nor does the causing of 
activity belong to each by itself, since empirical usage has for 
content the (one as) qualified (by the other). Therefore, 
for the sake of activity in respect of the qualified, there 
should be recognised the cognition of the related. 

XL)VII(h). If this be said, no : for, the origination of 
apprehension and memory without any interval is the cause 
of activity- If it be said that the cognition of (reciprocal) 
relation is recognised in the form ‘This appeared as silver’, 
no ; for, there is only empirical usage of that kind. As for 
the presentation of bitterness in respect of what is sweet, 
to the newly born infant, as inferred from its spitting out etc., 
that too is but the memory of the bitterness experienced in 
another life and so on, but not a delusive cognition of 
(reciprocal) relation. But the particular sweetness and the 
that-ness, which are elements of the apprehension and the 
memory respectively, do not figure (in the mind), because 
of the defect of bile. The statement of the commentator, 
“ And what was experienced in a former life is not remem- 
bered ” is in view of the majority (of cases). Otherwise there 
being no memory of instrumentality to the desired, even in 
respect of suckling etc,, there would be no activity. Even 
on the view of delusion, experience in another life has to be 
acknowledged as a cause. Otherwise, because of non-distinction 
in respect of not having been experienced, even a seventh 
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taste might be presented in delusion. If it be said that the 
presentation of (reciprocal) relation has been shown to be 
delusion even by the author of the ^iistra who says “ (it 
is) the cognition as that in respect of what is not 
that” (we say) no; for that (statement) is made in view of 
empirical usage- In cases of right (cognition), there is 
pervasion of the causing of activity by cognition of (reciprocal) 
relation; why is that abandoned here ? If this be asked, we 
reply it is because of prolixity. Even by him w'ho maintains 
delusion, there should necessarily be acknowledged as its 
cause non-discrimination between apprehension and memory. 
And thus, when activity results even from this, which is 
established for both, what (is the need) of a further cognition 
of (reciprocal) relation? Therefore, non-apprehension (akhyiiti) 
alone stands to . reason. 


XLVIII- To this it is said (In reply). What is this 
which is called non .apprehension ? Is it mere absence of 
cognition ? Or is it a cognition which, in the case of him 
who wants one thing, is the cause of activity in respect of 
-another? Or is it the cognition of many non-discriminated 
things^ On the first (alternative), there should be delusion in 
sleep, not in waking and dreaming- On the second, where 
there is no activity because of quick sublation or because of 
laziness, there should be na delusion. On the third too, 
what is discriminatedness, which is the counter-correlate of 
non-discriminatedness? Is it apprehension of difference, or 
non-appehension of non-difference, or cognition qualified by 
reciprocal non-existence, difference, or number from two 
onwards ? Not the first ; for non-discrimination is impossible, 
when there is apprehension of difference between the general 
and the particular, as caused by the memory of two non- 
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repetitive terms ‘this’ and ‘silver’. Not the second : for when 
even because of difference having been apprehended in the 
said manner, its opposite, non-difference, is not apprehended, 
non-discriminatedness, which is the negation of that non- 
apprehension, is difiScult to achieve. Even on the third, is 
the cognition of two-ness etc , needed only explicitly ? Or 
is even that which is derivative sufficient? On the first, in 
‘Bring the cow with a stick’, non-discrimination would be 
contingent even between ‘cow’ and ‘stick’, since two-ness 
etc., are not directly apprehended. On the second, since 
derivative cognition of two-ness etc., is possible even for 
that which is in front and silver, there would be non-discri- 
mination. Now, though non-discrimination be not demon- 
strated in dependence on its counter-correlate, let us 
demonstrate it through its substrate: if this be said, that too 
is unsound. Non-discrimination is impossible between two 
apprehended substrates, since they are i)resented clearly as 
being non-repetitive. If the non-discrimination be as between 
what are not apprehended, there is cnntingence of delusion 
even in sleep. 

XLIX. Now, what is called non-discrimination is non- 
apprehension of non-relation; and that is possible between the 
cognised ‘this’ and ‘silver’, since there is not seen the cog- 
nition ‘this and the silver are not related’; if this be said, even 
then, is there intended non-apprehension of non-relation, 
only as between apprehension and memory, or as between 
any two whatsoever, or as between two devoid of the 
cognition of relation ? On the first, there would not be the 
delusion ‘I am a man’ ; for, both are apprehensions (as distin- 
guished from memory). On the second, even ‘The cow is a 
khapda’, ‘The cloth is white’ would be delusions, because of 
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the non-exibtonce of the cognition of non-relation. On the 
third too, there is the same defect. Cognition of relation is 
not, indeed, possible there, because of the non-existence of its 
content, viz-, oneness. And that oneness is its content is 
known fi'cm recognition. If it be said that only such relation 
as that between ijuality and its possessor is its content, not 
oneness, then, since it is possible to say that even in ‘This is 
silver’ the relation of similarity is the content of that 
(saijisarga), the cognition of relation would be difficult to 
avoid. If then (it be said) because of sublation there by the 
cognition of non-relation in the form ‘This is not silver’, 
relation and the cognition thereof are not possible, then, since 
in your system, even in such cases as that of the quality and 
its possessor, there is certainly the cognition of non-relation 
called the cognition of reciprocal non-existence, relation and 
the cognition thereof are impossible ; hence the contingence 
of delusiveness continues all the same- Therefore, non-dis- 
crimination is not even non-apprehension of non-relation. 

L. Now, by him who criticises non-discrimination, there 
should be proved something that discriminates; apprehension 
does not discriminate its own object from what is remembered, 
since (its) presentation of particularities is obstructed by 
defects; nor is memory capable of discriminating its own 
object from what is apprehended, since the conceit of remem- 
brance is lost ; if this be said, not so ; for the capacity to 
discriminate is easy to show in the case of both. It is thus* 
la it that dili'crence is admitted by you as between the form of 
‘this’ and the form of ‘silver’ only as qualified by the res- 
pective generality and particularity, or even as between the 
two barely (without such qualification)? Not the first: for, 
in the case of the form of ‘this’ and form of ‘silver’ of the 
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present context, which are not qualified by generality etc., 
there being oneness because of the non-existence of difference} 
there is the contingence of the cognition of relation having 
those (two) as its sphere. On the second (alternative) too, is 
it that the thing is apprehended by the first cognition, 
that the relation of substrate and counter-correlate is known 
by a second cognition, and that subsequently difference is 
apprehended by a third cognition ? Or is there apprehension 
of difference even with the things ? On the first, since the 
cognitions of all things would} prior to the apprehension of 
difl'erence, have iion-discriminated contents, there is the 
contingence of (their) delusiveness. And on the second, since 
difference too is apprehended even from the apprehension of 
this-ness, even the particularity needed for difference is cer* 
tainly presented ; hence the capacity to discriminate has to be 
admitted in the case of apprehension. 

H(a). Similarly, memory too is certainly that which dis- 
criminates. Indeed the conceit of remembrance., because of the 
loss of which there is (alleged) incapacity to discriminate on 
the part of memory, is not capable of being demonstrated. It 
is thus. Is memory itself the conceit of remembrance? Or 
is it other than memory, or an attribute present in memory, 
or the apprehension of a thing as qualified by prior experience, 
or some particularity of mcmoi;y present in (the memory) 
itself, or a particularity which is the cause of an object of 
knowledge distinguished from the sphere of prior experience, 
or the generation of a different fruit, or the experience 
‘I remember’ ? Not the first, since on the loss of memory 
there is the contingence of the non-existence even of the 
cognition of silver. Not the second ; for, there is the con tin* 
gence of the absence of common ground, in that for memory 
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there would be incapacity to discriminate, because of the loss 
of something else (other than memory). Not the third, since 
no such attribute is cognised.* Not the fourth ; for in the 
delusive recognition ‘This is the same Devadatta who was 
formerly seen’, even while there is the apprehension of rela- 
tion to prior experience, without the loss of that (relation) 
there is seen non-discrimination. If then it be said that that 
(interpretation of the conceit of remembrance) was stated with 
mere memory in view, and that with recognition it is not like 
that, even thus^ this position is not possible at alb It is thus. 
Does the prior experience have itself too as object or only the 
thing (experienced)? Not the first, because of the contradic- 
tion of activity (of itself in respect of itself). On the second, 
however, the thing alone would be manifested by memory, 
but not the prior cognition, since that was not experienced- 
Now, in ‘the pot is known’ there is seen the memory of the 
thing as qualified by the cognition ; if this be said, no ; for, 
“this is another memory. This memory which has been gene- 
rated by the reflective cognition or by inference whoso sphere 
is (the existence of) the (first) cognition, is diflerent from the 
memory which is generated by the determinative cognition 
and has for its sphere the pot alone. Nor even by this 
(memory) is its own generator, the prior experience called 
reflective cognition, made an object What then ? It is only 
what was experienced in the reflective cognition, viz., the pot 
qualified by the deteminative cognition . Therefore this is 
established : the memory in dispute does not apprehend a 
thing as qualified by the cognition that is its own cause, since 
it is memory, like the memory of a word-sense. Words indeed 
generate memory in respect of the things associated with 
them. 


9 
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liKb)- Now, the Baucldha does not tolerate this. It is 
thus. Since relations like conjunction are impossible as 
between words and things, it docs not stand to reason that, 
(for words) there is the capacity to recall things related (to 
themselves). If it be said that the relation is the capacity to 
generate cognition, is it the capacity to generate experience, 
or the capacity to generate memory ? Not the first : for 
though for words in the form of a sentence there is the 
capacity to generate the experience of the sentence-sense, 
that is impossible in respect of their own senses: for, at the 
time of learning the meaning, word-senses having been 
apprehended by other means of knowledge (such as percep- 
tion), they do not have a sense that is novel- That has been 
said : ‘ A word, since there is nothing fresh, is not distin- 

guished from that which recalls to memory-’’ On the second 
too, that capacity does not generate memory, while being 
(itself) uncognised, since (memory) has a cognised instrument. 
Nor (does it do so) as cognised ; for, capacity having to be 
known from the product alone, there is reciprocal dependence" 
between the generation of memory and the cognition of 
capacity- (If) then it be said ‘ after inferring, through the 
activity of the intermediate elder, the cognition which is the 
cause of activity, and ascertaining of the word that it is the 
generator of that (cognition) because of its immediate succes- 
sion to the word, the capacity is ascertained even at the time 
of learning the meaning, through insertion and elimination 
of (other) w'ords, and therefore there is no reciprocal depen- 
dence,’ even then, is the capacity ascertained in respect of 
words in general, or only in respect of these related to parti- 
cular things ? Not the first, because of the contingence of 
the non* establishment of a restriction as to such and such 
1 6lok&viirtika, dabdaprakaraua, v. 107. 
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being the meaning of such and such a word. On the second 
too, since there has to be acknowledged another relation that 
regulates the relation to capacity, there would be infinite 
regress. If it be said that capacity can account for both 
itself and another (l-e., the relation), even thus, at the time of 
remembrance, is it that from the perception of the word in 
general the thing is remembered, or from the perception of 
the word possessing a capacity whose sphere is the thing, or 
from the residual impression generated by the cognition of 
capacity and the perception of the word ? Not the first, 
because of the contingence' of non-restriction- Not the 
second ; for, the thing too being perceived even at the time 
of the perception of the word, there is futility of the memory 
generated by the word. Not-the third, since with that much 
memory is impossible; for elsewhere, the recaller and the 
recalled are regulated by some other relation such as similarity, 
opposition, effect and cause, while that is non-existent as 
between the word and the thing. Therefore it is but a dogma 
of those who maintain (the authoritativenece of) the 
Vedas (to say) that words are recallers and that the sentence 
is a means of valid knowledge. 

LT(c). To this it is said (in reply): there is no defect in 
the memory of the thing (resulting) from the perception of 
the word and the residual impression of (the cognition of) the 

V 

capacity. As for what was said in the words ‘ for elsewhere ’ 
etc.,^ that is unsound. Is it said that in the case of the 
word too as elsewhere similarity etc., should be admitted, 
or that even elsewhere than in the case of the word there may 
be capacity alone and that there need not be similarity etc., 
or that, because of the non-existence of a basic relation like 

In the penulitiniate sentence of the last para, 
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similarity, in the case of the word there is no generation of 
memory even though there be capacity ? Not the first ; for 
in the word no similarity is seen (to the sense) and there is 
prolixity in assuming what is not seen ; elsewhere, however, 
it has not to be assumed, since it is seen. Not the 
second; for, it is impossible to deny what is experienced. 
Not the third ; for, there is contingence of contradiction in 
what is capable not generating its effect. Therefore, words 
possessing capacity do certainly generate memory in respect 
of their senses- Truly, here, the prior experiences are not 
recalled together with the things. Otherwise, there would 
be the contingence of the experiences too, like pot etc., being 
the senses of the respective words. 

1,11. Nor (is) the fifth (sense of ‘ conceit of remem- 
brance * possible) ; for nowhere is there seen a distinction 
in the nature of cognitions, in the absence of adjuncts like 
the cause, the content &c- Nor the sixth and the seventh ; 
for in memory there do not exist an object of the knowledge 
and a fruit, over and above the object of knowledge and 
fruit present in the experience (cognition). Nor the eighth ; 
if for the experience * I remember ’ the capacity to discrimi- 
nate were establiaed elsewhere, it might, perhaps, be possible 
to say that because of its loss somehow elsewhere (i.e., here) 
there is non-discrimination ; (lyit) that itself to start with, 
is not established- This experience arises indeed abandoning 
the word signifying apprehension and as associated with the 
word signifying remembrance- How could this be possible 
at the first, when there is no discrimination between appre- 
hension and memory ? And thus there would be reciprocal 
dependence in that when there is discrimination there is 
experienoe and when there is experience there is discrimina* 
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tion. Thus, in this manner, the conceit of remembrance, 
which is to be lost, being difficult to state (clearly), there 
certainly results the capacity to discriminate, in the case of 
memory. 

LIII. Now, because of the contingence of the non-exis- 
tence of difference if both apprehension and memory had but 
the thing for content, by you too must necessarily be accepted 
as content for memory, a thing qualihcd by prior experience ; 
let that itself be the conceit of remembrance : if this be said, 
no, since difference results even because of distinction in 
the causes (of apprehension and of memory). Otherwise, on 
your view too, what would be the difference of memory from 
the inferential cognition whose sphere is prior experience, 
the content being the same? Now, memory, because of its 
form as ‘that’, is different from the inference of cognition; 
it this be said, what is this form ‘that’ ? Is it being qualified 
by a remote place, time etc., or being associated with prior 
experience, or being generated by residual impressions ? Not 
the first; for, there is the contingence of the nature of 
memory even in the case of inference etc. Not the second, 
because of (its) contingence even in the inference of cognition. 
As for the third, tlie distinction in the cause would itself 
(thus) be the cause of difference. Let it then be that in the 
present case too the memory ©f silver is generated by residual 
impressions alone ; if this be said, no, since tlie reply has 
been given, that the silver is presented as existing in front. 
Nor is it possible to say that existence in front is effected by 
non-disci’imination ; for, non-discrimination is non-effective 
in respect of delusion. It is thus. Is the non-discrimination 
between two things apprehended, or between the apprehended 
aod the remembered, or between the remembered ? Not the 
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first ; for nothing other than the self being apprehended in the 
dream-state, there do not exist two apprehended things, and 
because of the consequent non-existence of their non-discri- 
mination too, the cause of delusion, there is the contingence 
of the non-existence of delusion. Not the second; for in 
dream itself, when there is non-discrimination of the remem- 
bered blue etc., from the apprehended self, there is the con- 
tingence of the presentation ‘ I am blue. ’ On the third, 
however, everything would be presented only as mediate in 
delusion, since everything whatsoever is (only) remembered. 
And this being the case, in the inference of the nature of 
memory in respect of the cognition of the silver existing in 
front, there should be understood the (presence of a) condi- 
tioning adjunct viz., presentation as mediate. And for the 
inference of the truth (of all cognitions) this is this counter- 
syllogism; the cognitions in dispute are not true, because of 
being sublated, like the empirical usage due to delusion. 
Therefore, abandoning the foolish obstinacy about the two- 
foldness of cognition, there should be acknowledged a third 
(class), delusive cognition- 

LIV. Now, then, let it not be non-apprehension. Let 
it be apprehension otherwise. It is silver which is present at 
another place and time that is apprehended as the nature of 
nacre by the sense-organ that is in contact with nacre and 
affected by a defect. Nor thus is there the contingence of the 
apprehension of even the non-experienced, since similarity 
etc., are regulative (of the apprehension). 

LV. This is unsound. Is the otherwiseness in respect 
of the cognition, or in respect of the fruit, or in respect of the 
thing? Not the first. Nor, other-wise-ness in respect of the 
cognition should be stated in the form ‘ the cognition with 
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the form of silver has the nacre for basis ’• Here, what is 
called nacre being the basis, is it the supplying of its own 
form to the cognition, or being the object of empirical usage 
prompted by the cognition ? Not the first ; for in respect of 
the cognition possessed of the form of silver, the supplying 
of the form of nacre is impossible. Not the second ; for there 
is the contingence of the swords spear, bow etc., the object of 
the empirical usage prompted by the perception of tiger etc., 
being the basis of the cognition of tiger etc. Nor is the 
ntherwise-ness in respect of the fruit ; for in delusion and in 
valid cognition there is seen no difference in respect of the 
nature of the fruit, viz-, manifestation. In respect of the 
thing too, how is there other-wise-ness ? Is it the identity of 
nacre with silver, or the transformation (of it) in the form of 
silver? On the first too, is it absolute difference between 
nacre and silver, or difference cum non-difference ? Not the 
first; for, real identity is impossible between what are 
absolutely distinct, while indeterminability (of the identity) 
is not admitted by you- If the cognition be of identity which 
is a nullity, such (cognition) being possible even in respect of 
quality and its possessor and so on, delusiveness (of the cogni- 
tion of these too) would be difficult to avoid; for, inherence, 
which is established merely as a matter of nomenclature, is 
not different from identity- As for the view of diflbnco cum 
non-differencej there would be non-delusion, as in ‘ The cow 
is a khanda. ’ Even on the view of transformation (into 
silver), there would be no sublation; the silver-cognition in 
dispute is non-sublatable, since it is a cognition of transfor- 
mation, like the cognition of curds, a transformation of milk. 
Therefore, even like milk, nacre (too) would not be seen again. 
Now, on the departure of sun-light, the cause of the trans- 
formation of the lotus in the form of blossoming forth, there 
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is again the condition of a bud; similarly, on the removal 
of the defect, which is the cause of transformation into silver, 
let there be again the condition of nacre. Not so : for like 
(the cognition) ' Tlie blossom itself was (in the condition of) 
a bud,’ there is not the cognition ‘Silver itself was nacre-’ 
Even if this should somehow exist, the view of transformation 
does not stand to reason ; for, there is the contingence of the 
silver-cognition even for him who has no defect. It is verily 
not in the sphere of observation that the same milk is trans- 
formed as curds in respect of one person, (but) not in respect 
of another. Therefore the (view of delusion as) cognition 
otherwise cannot well be demonstrated. 

LVI. Let it then be self-apprehension^. The silver in 
dispute is of the nature of cognition, since it is immediately 
experienced without sense-contact, like cognition. Now it is 
the doctrine of the Saugatas that the intellect (citta) and its 
products (caitya) originate in dependence on four kinds of 
causes". Of these, the rise of the form of silver is not possible 
from light etc., which are called auxiliary causes (sahakari- 
pratyaya) ; for, this is the cause of clearness alone. Nor (is it 
possible) from the sense of sight etc., called the adhipati- 
pratyaya; for that is the cause only of the restriction of the 
content (to a particular class, as visible, audible etc). Nor 


lilf/na-A/i i/rf/i. In the cognition oC jmcrc-silver delusiveness consists in the 
cognition of silver as existing outside. Silver exists in us as cognition ; and 
it does not exist outside. Suhlation refers only to externality ; it makes 
known that silver is not something external. 

3 Pratilya^i^aiiiiitpUda is the Buddhist formula of causation. It eschews both 
chance and a supernatural element like God. The law is that given certain 
oo-operating factors, production takes place. Hence it is called the 
law of ‘dependent origination*. See further Mookerjee^ The Buddhiet 
Fkilosophy of Universal Flur, pp. 8X6-818* 
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from the prior cognition, which is called the immediately 
antecedent cause (samanantara-pratyaya); for immediately after 
the cognition of a pot which belongs to one class there is seen 
the rise of the delusion of silver which belongs to a different 
class. Nor from the external (thing) called the substrate cause 
(alambana-pratyaya) ; for, that is not acknowledged by the 
Vijuana-vadiris- Therefore, how can there be the form of 
silver for the cognition ? If this be asked, we reply that it is 
because of the capacity of sauiskara. Now, even in the case of 
saipskara, if it be permanant, there is abandonment of the 
final position that ‘everything is momentary’: even if it be 
momentary, because of its being an object of knowledge, there 
is abandonment of the doctrine that there exist cognitions 
alone; if this be said, no ; for, when in the beginninglessly 
established stream of cognition, at some time some cognition 
of silver has arisen, that itself is acknowledged to be the 
saipskilra. Though the saiiiskara is separated by many cogni- 
tions of a different class, yet at some time it originates another 
cognition of silver, belonging to the same class (as itself). This 
is just as the paddy seed, being separated by several products 
such as the shoot, again gives rise to another paddy seed, of 
the same class (as itself). If then, you think that the origina- 
tion of the later seed is not from the earlier seed, but from 
the succession of shoot etc., generated by the earlier seed, 
then, here too, let the sainskara be but the succession 
generated by the earlier cognition of silver. Thus even the 
earlier silver-cognition arises from an (yet) earlier silver- 
cognition. Therefore this silver which is brought about by 
beginningless vasanSi, being real as a form of cognition alone, 
delusively appears as if outside. 


10 



74 


VlVARANArilAMEYASA^lGllAHA 


[I, Ivii-lviii 


LVIL To this it is said (in reply) : is that silver devoid 
of origination because of being super-normal, V Or is it 
originated even like the silver of ordinary experience? On 
the first, it could not be of the nature of cognition, which is 
originated. Even on the second, is it originated from an 
external thing or from a cognition ? Not the first ; for, no 
external thing is acknowledged by you. Cognition too, as pure, 
is not a generator; for, pure cognition is the form of release. 
If, then, the origination of silver be from cognition generated 
by a defective cause, even thus, does the generating cognition 
itself apprehend silver ? Or is it some other (cognition) ? Not 
the first ; foi’, since the generated and the generator, which 
are momentary, belong to different times, there is the contin- 
gence of the non-existcnce of the immediate cognition of 
silver. Any other cognition too could not, as generated by a 
non-defective cause, be the apprehender of silver, because of 
undue extension. Even that which is generated by a defective 
cause, if it be generated by silver, then, silver being real as 
practically efficient, an external thing would have been 
acknowledged. But if it be not generated by silver’, silver 
would not be its content; for, it is admitted that the 
content is that cause which contributes the form to the 
cognition. Therefore, on the view of self-apprehension, silver 
itself would hot be cognised. 

LVIII. Now, even for you, if the silver-cognition be a 
memory, there would be non-apprehension ; if it be apprehen- 
sion, there would be apprehension otherwise or sel (-apprehen- 
sion ; truly, for cognition no mode is possible other than 
memory or apprehension; if this be said, not so. Is this 
impossibility due to the non-demonstration of a different 
causal aggregate, or due to the non-demonstration of the 
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existence of a different cognitions or due to the non-demons- 
tration of a different content? Not the first; for, sense- 
contact, residual impression and defect are the causal aggregate. 
Nor may it be said that defect, being an obstacle, is the cause 
only of the non-origination of an earlier established effect, not 
of the origination of a novel effect ; for non-origination, 
which is of the form of antecedent non-existence, being begin- 
ningless, is not generated by defect : and in the case of defects 
like wind, bile etc., there is seen the origination of novel 
effects. Nor is defect otherwise explained as calling up the 
residual impression, since that calling up is an intermediary 
operation. Truly the axe effecting (its own) rise and fall 
does not become not a cause in respect of tbe act of cutting. 
Now, since sense-contact is exhausted with the cognition of 
this-ness alone, since, though residual impression produces 
memory, memory is not acknowledged by you here, and since 
independent causation of cognition is not seen in the case of 
defect, how is there the presentation of silver ? If this be 
asked, it is said (in reply). First, through the sense-organ 
associated with a defect, there is generated a psychosis of the 
internal organ having this-ness alone for content- Thence, 
in the this-ne,ss and in the psychosis that apprehends it, 
intelligence is manifested. And the nescience present in that 
intelligence is agitated because of defect. Then, the nescience 
present in intelligence defined by the this-element, being 
agitated, is transformed in the form of silver, because of 
association with the residual impression of silver, which is 
called up through similarity. But the nescience present in 
intelligence defined by the psychosis, is transformed into the 
form of a psychosis, being associated with the residual impres- 
sion of the psychosis apprehending silver. And those two, 
the transformation into silver and the transformation into the 
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psychosiS) are manifested by the substrate of each, viz.> the 
witness-intelligence: thus there is the presentation of silver. 
Though there are two cognitions here, the psychosis of the 
internal organ and the psychosis of nescience, yet their 
content comes to have oneness because of the real and the 
unreal, the this and the silver, each being of the nature of the 
other ; therefore, the fruit defined by the content being also 
one, the oneness of the cognition too is figuratively spoken of. 

LIX, Nor (do) the second and the third (grounds of 
impossibility hold good) ; for illusory cognition and illusory 
content have been demonstrated. Though here sense-contact 
and residual impression have even independently the capacity 
to generate valid cognition and memory, yet since activity 
(in respect of the delusive silver) is not possible merely with 
the origination of valid cognition and [memory without an 
interval, there has to be assumed a single illusory cognition 
generated by both the sense-contact and the residual impres- 
sion. This is just as even in respect of the letter-cognitions 
originated without an interval, simultaneity being impossible, 
there is made by you, because of the untelligibility otherwise 
of the knowledge of the word-sense, the assumption that the 
cause is but a single cognition of the final letter, as associated 
with the residual impressions of each earlier letter. 

LX. Now, the cognition "^in dispute is not single, because 
of being generated by different causes, like the cognitions of 
colour and taste : if this be said, no ; because of inconclusive- 
ness (of the prolans) in the case of inference and recognition. 
In both cases, there is admitted but a single valid cognition 
in each, pregnant with memory. And the causes of inference 
are residual impression of the pervasion and the perception 
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of the probans ; for recognition, however) they are sense- 
contact and residual impression. Nor may it be said that for 
inference the causes are memory of pervasion and the per- 
ception of the probans, not residual impression, because of the 
impossibility of simultaneity for two cognitions. Though 
there is not this defect in memory being a cause of recogni- 
tion, yet the calling up of residual impression has necessarily 
to be mentioned as the caiise of memory. And thus that 
(recognition) being originated even by that (calling up of 
residual impressions), there is no instance of mere co-absence 
of piemory (and its alleged effect) ; therefore and also because 
of prolixity, there is no causality for memory. Now the 
silver-cognition is not generated by many independent causes, 
since it is a cognition, like the cognition of pot ; if this be 
said, no ; for it may also be well said ‘ The silver-cognition is 
generated by the above-mentioned (causes), since it is different 
from valid cognition and memory, like recognition. ’ Nor 
may it be said that the silver-cognition is valid, since it is 
generated by a cause associated with a residual impression, 
like inference ; for there is the conditioning adjunct, namely, 
being an experience not generated by a defect. Now though 
there be no unintelligibility in respect of the cognition, illu- 
soriness in the case of the silver which is experienced as real 
is self-contradictory ; if this be said, not so ; for as in the 
case of the this-ness of nacre, ft is of the reality of nacre alone 
that relation with silver is acknowledged. Then, in the case 
of that same relation, which is experienced as real, illusoriness 
is self-contradictory ; if this be said, thus then, let there be 
three kinds of reality — the absolute reality of Brahman, the 
empirical reality conditioned by mSya in the case of ether etc., 
and the merely apparent reality conditioned by nescience in 
the case of nacre-silyer etc- Of these, in the case of the two 
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which are not absolutehv real, illusoriness is not self-contra* 
dictory. Nor is the assumption of illusoriness devoid of 
evidence ; for, there is recognition of illusoriness in respect 
of silver and its cognition, in the form ‘ The silver appeared 
only as illusory.’ 

LXI. Therefore, on our view, there is not, as on other 
views? conflict with experience or baseless assumption. On 
(the view of) non-apprehension, however, the nature of what 
is remembered, in respect of what is presented immediately, 
is self-contradictory. There have to be assumed many unseen 
things, such as two cognitions, the nature of memory in 
respect of immediate cognition of silver, and the loss of the 
conceit of remembrance* This (presence of defect) is to be 
similarly reasoned out suitably in the case of other views too. 
Therefore our view alone is to be supported, viz., that the 
silver is but the product of maya. 

LXII. Now, silver, since it is removable by true cogni- 
tion, is the product of nescience, but not the product of maya* 
Nor is nescience but maya, since their difference is understood 
both from the definition and from what is well established. 
That which does not delude its locus and conforms to the 
desire of the agent is maya ; that, however, which is the reverse 
of this is nescience. Indeed, in ordinary experience, in 
respect of the elephant, horse, /jhariot etc., produced by milya, 
the word ‘ maya ’ alone is well established, not the word 
* nescience (avidya). ’ 

LXIII* It is said (in reply). While being indetermin- 
able, to be the cause (a) of obstruction to the presentation of 
the true and (b) Of the presentation of the erroneous, that is 
(present) without distinction in both* Nor may it be said 
that only a real thing like spells, drugs etc*, is maya; for. 
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there is not the application of the word ‘maya’ in respect of 
that. Indeed, spectators call as ‘maya’ only the magical feat 
which is seen, not the spell etc-, which are unseen- As for 
the co-presence and co-absence of the spell, they are intelli- 
gible as efficient cause, like (the defects of) film in the eye etc. 
Truly, the indeterminable magical feat denoted by the word 
‘maya’, cannot have for material cause a real spell etc- There- 
fore there is to be assumed some beginningless, indetermin- 
able material cause, since if it had a beginning there is the 
contingence of infinite regress- And its being denoted by 
the word ‘maya’, is intelligible because of the non-difference 
between the material cause and its effect. 

LXIV- And thus, the same maya that is assumed as the 
material cause of the magical feat, may itself be the material 
cause of super-impositions like silver; let there not be a separate 
nescience ; for in ‘Know maya to be the primal cause there 
is sruti declaration of its being the material cause of all. 
Therefore, because of parsimony, nescience is but maya. Nor 
in the case of maya is non-delusion of the locus invariable ; 
for Visnu, in his incarnation as Rama, was deluded by the 
very maya located in himself- Nor in the case of nescience 
is there the invariability of deluding its own locus ; for he 
who sees the uprightness, even in the trees superimposed 
upside down in the midst of^ water, is not deluded. Now, 
here, because of the discrimination generated by the percep- 
tion of the trees on the bank, there is non-delusion ; the 
nature of nescience, however, is to delude ; if this be said, 
then, even for him who performs the magic feat, there is non- 
delusion, because of his knowledge of the remedy (for the 
spell, drug etc-, used by him) ; but maya, by its own nature, 


1 Svet., IV, 10. 
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is certainly what deludes, since delusion is seen in the 
spectators of the magical feat; if, however, they had knowledge 
of the remedy, they too would certainly not be deluded; 
hence not being the locus is not the determinant of delusion 
(by maya). Nor does niaya conform to the desire of the agent; 
for there is independence for the agent only in respect of 
efficient causes, such as spells and drugs. And that kind of 
conformity to desire is seen even in nescience, since through 
placing the finger on the eye-ball, there is the origination of 
the delusion of two moons. If it be said that with respect 
to the existence of nescience the agent does not function, that 
is common to the other too- And what is well established in 
the sastra also makes known their non-difference alone ; for 
in sruti texts like ‘Again, at the end, there is the removal of 
universal maya-^’ the word ‘ maya ’ is applied to nescience 
that is removable by right knowledge ; in the smpti ‘ Thati 
on whose entry into the heart, the yogin crosses over the 
extensive nescience, maya, obeisance to that immeasurable one 
who is of the nature of knowledge,’ the oneness of maya and 
nescience is mentioned expressly. As for what is well esta- 
blished in ordinary experience, that is intelligible because of 
difference due to adjuncts, eyen in respect of one and the same 
thing. In the form in which it generates projections or in 
the form in which it conforms to desire, there is empirical 
usage as ‘miiya’; in the form in which it obscures or in the 
form in which it is independent there is empirical usage as 
‘nescience’. Therefore, silver being a product of maya is 
intelligible. 

LXV. Now, why this trublo ? Let the silver even as it 
appears be but absolutely real. If this be said, no. In that 

a Svot , 1, 10. 
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case, like the pot, it would be apprehended even by those free 
from defect. If defect be a cause even in respect of the appre- 
hension of the absolutely real, nothing would be cognised by 
thosa without defect ; if (it be) the product of maya, that 
defect itvself would regulate (the cognition). What is in 
dispute is the object of apprehension for all, since it is present 
in the this-element of nacre, like whiteness ; if this be said, 
no ; because there is the conditioning adjunct, viz.) presence 
in the this-element alone. The illusory silver, however, is 
superimposed on intelligence which is manifested by defect- 
generated cognition and defined by the this-element of nacre ; 
therefore it is not apprehended by those without defect. 
Truly, the cognition of one is not perceived by another person. 
If, then again, he who maintains absolute reality, somehow 
mentions a seen regulative principle, even thus, how can 
we get over the sublating perception ‘This is not silver,’ 
which makes known the non-existence of silver in all three 
times, in the locus where it was cognised ? On the view of 
illusoriness, however, this (sublating cognition) is but helpful; 
for the definition of illusoriness is only to be the counter- 
correlate of absolute non existence in the locus where it has 
been cognised. That this negation does not have illusory 
silver for its sphere has been explained even higher up', on 
the basis of the recognitive cognition ‘ It appeared only as 
illusory. ’ On the views of aipprehension otherwise and self- 
apprehension, there w’ould be the reflection in the form ‘This 
is not silver, but that’ or ‘cognition (is silver)’, not in the 
form ‘only as illusory.’ Therefore, because of non-appre- 
hension by those without defect and because of the sublation 
and (consequent) reflection, the illusoriness alone of silver 
stands to reason, not its reality. 

'TtKftXLXX. 


11 
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LXVI. Now, what is this which is called sublation, on 
the strength of which there is the ascertainment of the 
illusoriness? Is it (1) in the case of him who seeks one thing 
the arrest of his appetition in respect of another, or (2) the 
destruction of the capacity for that appetition, or (3) the 
discrimination of what has been cognised as non-discriminated, 
or (4) the cognition of reciprocal non-existence in respect of 
what has been cognised in a relation of identity, or (6) the 
destruction of erroneous cognition, or (6) the destruction of 
its content, or (7) the destruction of defect etc-? (1) Not the 
first ; for, there being no appetition for him who is non- 
attached, there is the contingence of the non-existence of 
sublation (for him). If then sublation be the arrest of only 
such appetition as is preceded by desire, even then, when, for 
him, who, having seen the water of the mirage at a distance, 
is appetent (towards it), there is desistence through seeing 
snakes, thieves, etc., on the way, there is the contingence of 
sublation. Nor does sublation exist there, since the cognition 
of water is not removed. (2) Not the second ; for, the capacity 
is not destroyed, delusive appetition in respect of that same 
nacre being possible at some other time. (3) Even on the third, 
is it that when things are apprehended, difference, being an 
attribute, is apprehended later, or is it apprehended even then, 
being of the very nature of the thing ? On the first, in every 
case of cognition of things whose content is undiscriminated, 
the cognition of difference would be asublator. On the second, 
when the thing is apprehended, there would be no non-discrimi- 
nation anywhere. (4) On the fourth too, whether in the view of 
absolute difference or difference cum non-difference, the cog- 
nition of difference in ‘ whiteness of the pot ’ coming after 
first cognising identity in ‘ the pot is white ’ would be a 
sublation, (5) Not the fifth ; for, cognition, which is momen- 
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tary> is destroyed of itself. (6, 7) Nor thesixthj nor the seventh, 
for, in the case of content and defect, which are things, des- 
truction by knowledge is impossible. Nor can snblation itself 
be denied, since it is well established in ordinary experience. 
Therefore we do not see (what) snblation (is). 

LXVII. It is said (in reply). Snblation is the removal 
of nescience, together with its own product present or past, 
by true knowledge ; for sublation is well established in that 
kind of removal of non-knowledge. Now, this being the case, 
the nacre-cognition itself, being that which removes the 
illusory silver and its material cause, would be the snblator. 
It is truly so; this is the secret yet, since in the case of him 
who is appetent through the cognition of the silver as real, it 
destroys the appetite through the knowledge of its (the 
thing’s) non-existence, even the cognition ‘this is not silver’ 
is spoken of as the sublator. Therefore, because of sublation, 
there is the ascertainment of illusoriness* 

LXVIII. Now let it thus be that the cognition of 
illusory silver is a delusion. The cognition of dream objects, 
however, is not valid, because of being sublated ; nor is it 
memory, because of being immediate; nor is it a delusion, 
because of the non-existence of its characteristic. For, of 
delusion, being generated by the three (above said) causes is 
the external characteristic'. .That, indeed does not exist in 
dream ; for, though there exist the defect called sleep and 
the residual impression called up by unseen potency, there is 
non-existence of the third (cause), sense-contact. Nor is the 

Tataatha-lak^atia, is distinct from the essential constitution of the thing 
known, but is yet the means of knowing it : it is thus external ; it is 
contrasted wlthsvarQpa-laksana, the characteristic of the essential constitu- 
tion of the thing ; thus creating the world etc., is the tatastha-lak^ana of 
God, while reality, knowledge, bliss are his svarapa-lak^anat 
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essential contracteristic, of the form of the appearance of 
something somewhere else, possible here ; because of the non* 
existence of the substrate mentioned as ‘somewhere else.’ 
Therefore, on your view, what is the explanation of dream 
cognition ? 

LXIX. It is said (in reply). Sense-contact, indeed, 
is that which in waking originates the psychosis of the 
internal organ whose sphere is the this-element of external 
nacre etc.; for, the internal organ has no independence out- 
side the body; in dream, however, the internal organ, since 
it is independent within the body, may be active of itself ; 
hence there is no need for sense-contact. Therefore both 
in waking and in dream the psychosis of the internal organ 
is alone the third cause. And the substrate too in every case 
is but intelligence defined by the psychosis. As for the this- 
element of nacre etc., that is the generator only of the contact 
with the sense of sight etc-; for, otherwise there is non- 
origination of sense-contact for the contentless. The designa- 
tion of that (this-element) as substrate is, however, figurative; 
for it is the adjunct defining the substrate-intelligence. 
Therefore, just as in waking, nescience, which is present in 
intelligence manifested by the psychosis generated by sense- 
contact and defined by the this-element of nacre, is transformed 
in the form of silver, similarly, in dream too, nescience, 
which is present in intelligence manifested in the psychosis of 
the internal organ within the body when affected by defects 
like sleep, and is defined by the psychosis, may, as associated 
with the residual impressions with diverse contents called up 
by unseen potency, transform itself into the (dream) world. 

liXX. Now, if for the dream-delusion the intelligence 
of the self be the spbstrate, then, through apposition with 



I,lxxi] FIBST VAB3SrAKA 85 

the superimpoBed, as in ‘This is silver’, ‘This is a snake,’ it 
would be cognised in the form T am blue,’ ‘I am yellow’; 
but not (in the form) ‘This is blue’ etc., through relation to 
the space in front. If, then, that space too be superimposed 
on intelligence, then, even within (the body) there would be 
also the presentation ‘I am space’. If then you think 
‘ This which is said is very trivial ; since even in waking* 
intelligence alone is substrate, why do you not question in 
regard to that? ’, then, let there be the question with regard 
to that too. 

LXXT. To this we say : is the cognition within deduced 
through apposition with egoity defined by the body, or 
though apposition with intelligence ? Not the first ; for, 
egoity is not the substrate. Not the second* since that is a 
contingence of the acceptable. Otherwise there would be no 
manifestation of what are superimposed, which are of them- 
selves non-intelligent. Since the designation as ‘I’ is, 
however, caused by egoity, that does not arise here, in bare 
intelligence. Now, even pot etc., appear like nacre-silver, 
only as in apposition with manifestation. If this is so, they 
too may be superimposed even on intelligence. Nor may it be 
said that the manifestation of pot etc-, is generated by a 
pramana (i. e , a psychosis) and is not of the nature of the 
self. The object-defined intelligence which is in dispute is 
not in reality different from e’goity-defined-intelligence, since 
the difference is such as cannot be distinguished without 
reference to external adjuncts, just like pot-ether from 
ether at large. And this being the case, when, having made 
a distinction of within and without in relation to the body, 
there is the empirical usage of self and not-self as ‘ I ’ and 
‘not-I’ it is to be understood to have egoity for adjunct- 
^nd the pervasion of within and without even by one and 
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the same intelligence is intelligible because of infinitude- 
intelligence indeed is not of the size of an atom, since it is 
cognized as pervading the body. Nor, in the case of the 
partless, is a medium size intelligible, except through an 
adjunct. Therefore, the empirical usage of waking, though 
imagined to be absolutely real, is superimposed on the 
omni-present intelligence as substrate ; what need then to 
say that dream is superimposed thereon ? 

LiXXII- Now in ‘Contemplate the name as Brahman’^ 
etc., the superimposition of the imagination of Brahman on 
name etc., is enjoined ; how is there delusion here without 
a defect in the cause? If this be asked, not so. There 
indeed only an act of the mind is enjoined, not delusive cog- 
nition ; for, what is not dependent on a person (i. e. cognition) 
cannot be enjoined- Nor may it be said that since remember* 
ing gods and forgetting naked women are under the control 
of desire, cognition is certainly dependent on the person ; 
for, there too, it must be acknowledged that the person’s 
freedom is in respect of bringing about mental concentration, 
the cause of memory, and in respect of engaging in some 
other object, the cause of forgetfulness, not (directly) in 
respect of the remembrance and the forgetfulness. Otherwise, 
without ever fresh repetition, a person would sometimes 
recollect quickly at will the Veda etc., once studied ; and he 
would forget even immediately the death of a son etc. 
Therefore, since delusion cannot be enjoined, the generation 
of delusion by the three causes is not inconstant. 

LXXIII. As for its form of being ‘the appearance of 

1 ^ * 

the nature of something somewhere else,’ there is no dispute 
for any one ; for. even by him who maintains non-apprehen- 

lOhand., VII, 1, 6. 
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Bion, in order that there may result the empirical usage of 
relatedness, there must necessarily be acknowledged a mental 
cognition of relation or a conceit of relation- As for the 
others, though they dispute about the nature, and the parti- 
cular spatial and temporal properties of the substrate and the 
superimposed, they do not dispute about the aforesaid nature 
of delusion. 

LXXIV. Now, he who maintains nullity, saying that in 
the nullity itself there is the delusion of silver etc-, on the 
strength of error (saipvvti.), does not tolerate the real sub- 
strate mentioned as ‘somewhere else-’ Nor is there the impossi- 
bility of substrateless delusion ; for, even on your view, there 
is this nature for delusions like kcsoridraka^ and the fata 
morgana. Nor is limitless sublation impossible ; for, there 
is that nature for such a sublating statement of a trustworthy 
person, as ‘not snake-’ 

LXXV (a). This is not sound; for the rays of light from 
the eyes which are massed up when the finger tip is pressed 
on the corner of the eye are the substrate of the kesondraka; 
and ether is the substrate of the fata morgana,-, otherwise 
there is the contingence of even the knowledge of nullity 
being delusive ; and if that be so, nullity would not be 
established; and if the delusions of cognition and object of 
cognition be each the substrate of the other, there is reciprocal 
dependence since the substrate is what exists earlier ; even if, 
on the analogy of the seed and the sprout, a succession be 
admitted between particular cognitions and objects of cogni- 
tion, there should be admitted something permanent persisting 
though the succession of cognitions and objects of cognition, 


1 is the appearance of a bright woolly tnasa when the closed eye 

is pressed with the finger tip. 
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like the soil persistent in the succession of seed and sprout; 
or if that be not admitted, there is in the assumption of the 
unseen, the contingence of a blind succession (a chain of blind 
leading the blind); even such a sublating statement of a trust- 
worthy person, as 'not snake’ has a limit as leading up to 
(the cognition) ‘but a rope’-, even in sublation of the form 
‘There is nothing at all here; in vain do you fear,’ the space 
in front mentioned as ‘here’ is itself the limit; even in such 
sublation as ‘The pradhana said by others (the opponents) to 
be the cause of the world does not exist’ the limit is that 
which is accepted (by both), viz., the cause in general of the 
world. Even where, as in the maya-produced elephant, horse, 
chariot etc,, or elewherc, you suspect substrateless delusion 
and limitless sublation, there too, the witness-intelligence, 
which establishes the delusion and the sublation, may itself 
be the substrate and the limit. Nor is that too sublated; 
for, there is nothing to establish that sublation, everything 
else being non-intelligent. 

LXXV(b). Nor is nullity the substrate ; for, there is no 
persistence (of it), among the superimposed- Or if there were, 
it would be cognised at the time of delusion, as ‘Nullity is 
silver,’ not as ‘This is silver.’ If it be said that what is 
cognised as ‘this’ is itself nullity, then the dispute is as to 
the name alone. 

IjXXV(ch Nor can nullity be the limit, since that is not 
cognised in any sublation. Or if it be cognised, intelligence 
alone would be called by the name ‘nullity.’ 

LXXV(d). Nor can nullity be the superimposed ; for, if 
that be the case, there is the contingence of the non-existenen 
of immediacy for the superimposed. If then this be certainly 
acceptable to him who maintains nullity (and) desires to 
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refute all appearance, then, that refutation too would not 
appear. Now, by you too is held the nullity of the supeEr 
imposed ; if this be said, no ; for, in order that there may 
be established counter-cor relateness of sublation, there is 
admitted, at the time of its cognition, difference from the real 
and the upreab Subsequent to sublation, however, there 
is certainly nullity; for in respect of the nullity of what has 
perished there is no dispute for anyone. 


LXXVI* As for those who acknowledge reality else- 
where for the sublated silver etc., for them, is it the sublating 
cognition itself that indicates that (reality), or is it the un- 
intelligibility of sublation here ? Not the first : for it is not 
cognised by the sense of sight that ‘This is not silver, but 
(what is) in another place or in the cognition.’ Even by the 
statement of a trustworthy person, it is only the (above) 
mentioned non-existence of silver that is understood, not the 
reality elsewhere mentioned by you. And the unintelligi- 
bility of sublation here is not established for the disputants ; 
because, for relation in the (view of) apprehension otherwise, 
and externality in the (view of) self-apprehension, there is 
acknowledged sublation here, oven without their reality else- 
where. Even by him who maintains non-apprehension, in 
respect of the illusory cognition whose object is silver in nacre 
and which is established for the opponent, denial is made here 
even without acknowledging the reality elsewhere. Nor is it 
established in ordinary experience ; for in the case of a pot 
broken here, there is negation even without (its) reality else- 
where. Then, even as in the case of the pot, let there be 
reality there, through difference in the time ; if this be said, 
no ; for, negation does not exist here as conditioned by a 
particular time, as in ‘Formerly there was a pot here, but 
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not now.’ And the unconditioned negation here is intelligi- 
ble^ because of the nullity of absolutely real silver here in 
all three times- And that nullity is understood from the 
subsequent reflection, ‘The illusory silver alone appeared’ ; 
otherwise it would be reflected on in the form ‘ The real alone 
appeared.’ As for the cognition at the time of delusion, 
that is certainly intelligible even with illusory silver alone. 
And that illusory silver together with its material cause is 
sublated by true knowledge of nacre. Nor is it possible 
even to suspect for this sublating cognition the capacity to 
establish the reality of silver elsewhere- Therefore, though 
subsequent to sublation there be but nullity of the super- 
imposed, prior (to that), there must be admitted, even by 
him who maintains nullity, the presentation of an illusory 
object on a real substrate. 

LXXVII(a). Now, in ‘This is silver, There are two 
moons’ etc-, let there be delusion? defined by the external 
characteristic of being generated by the three-fold cause — 
the cognition of the substrate, residual impression, defect, 
and by the essential characteristic — the presentation of an 
illusory nature in the case of a real substrate ; in the case 
of the self, however, how can delusion of the form of egoity 
etc-, or delusion of difference in the form of the jiva and 
Brahman and in the form of many jivas, fit in, the charac- 
teristic being impossible ? Tt is thus- Defect is of three 
kinds : similarity etc-, present in the object, obscuring film 
etc-, present in the instrument, and attachment etc-, present 
in the seer. And here, the self itself is in the position of 
(all) the three called object, instrument and seer, since every- 
thing else belongs to the side of the superimposed. Nor 
in the case of the non-dual self of undefiled nature, are the 
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said defects possible, whether ah extra or intrinsically. 
Even if somehow there bo the possibility of the non-real 
defect called nescience, the superimposed presentation of 
egoity etc., is not generated by the three-fold cause; for, 
it is of the nature of the eternal intelligence of the self. 
Though even the manifestation of nacre-silver etc., is but 
intelligence, yet for that, which is adjunct-conditioned, a 
figurative origination is possible ; here, however, even the 
(conditioning) adjunct is only on the side of the superim- 
posed ; then, how can there be origination for the uncon- 
ditioned? Therefore the external characteristic does not 
exist. 


LXXVII(b). Similarly, the other too certainly does not 
exist ; for, though real, it is not possible (for the self) to 
be the substrate. The substrate indeed is that which is 
apprehended in its generality, (but) not apprehended in its 
particularity ; the self, however, which has neither genera- 
lity nor particularity, how can it be the substrate ? The 
self is the substrate, since it is real, like nacre etc. ; if this 
be said, no ; for being manifested by another is the adjunct- 
Then let us, even in conformity with the secret (truth) 
of the final position, infer thus' ; the self is the substrate, 
since it is of the nature of intelligence, like the nacre-defined 
intelligence- Not so ; though apprehension in its genera- 
lity and non-apprehension in its particularity are possible 
in the case of that intelligence which' has parts as defined 
by the this-element and the nacre-element, that is not possi- 
ble in the case of the partless self. Even the partless, 
like ether, is not manifest in its entirety ; if this be said, no ; 
for, of the self-luminous, there is manifestation to the full 


*Thibaut takes Sidhn^ifa^raJiasya to be the -name of a work. 
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extent of its reality. And selMuminosity is established by 
such Sruti texts as ‘ Here . this self is self-luminious’^ ‘The 
self alone is its light ’ etc. 

LXXVII(c). JNfow, here, by the word ‘ light * is the 
quality of luminosity alone denoted, or the substance that 
is its locus f Not the first ; for there is the contingence of 
the nature of a quality for the self, denoted by the word 
'light'; on the second, even if cognition, called the quality 
of. luminosity, be generated, the ^ruti declaration of lumino- 
sity in the case of the self would not be contradicted : there- 
fore there is not manifestation of the self to the full extent 
of its reality. If this be said, not so; for, this alone is in- 
tended by the 4ruti that the word ‘light’ denotes mere 
intelligence and that the self is of that nature ; for otherwise 
there is the futility of the qualification ‘self’ and of the word 
‘alone’. It is thus. Is it that there being the contingence 
of the difference of the apprehending cognition from the 
apprehended, in the self too, as in pot etc,, there are the two 
qualifications in the two texts, in order to exclude that 
(contingence) ? Or is it to exclude for the generator cf 
cognition (its) difference (from the self) ? On the former, 
4ruti culminates in the oneness of apprehender and appre- 
hended, the, self and the cognition thereof. If it be said 
that in this case, there would result attribute-ness for the 
self and substance-ness for cognition, indeed let that result; 
for the nomenclature of substance etc., adopted by the 
Logicians, does not produce conflict in respect of things. 
Not the second ; for there is the contingence of the aban- 
donment of what is expressly stated and the assumption of 

«Brh.,IV, in, 9&U 
apjh., IV, iii, 6 
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what is not stated. The assumption is indeed made by you 
in the form ‘ It itself originates cognition, the self itself 
originates cognition, there is no other generator’ ; and it is 
declared not thus but as ‘self-luminous’, ‘ the self itself is 
light. ’ Therefore it is only seen that there is no other light* 
Nor may it be said that because of its being required, even 
the generator has certainly to be set out ; for eternal know- 
ledge has no need of that (generator). The knowledge in dispute 
is originated, since it is cognition, like the cognition of pot 
etc, ; if it be said that it (origination) is thus inferred, no ; 
for the example is non-established in the system of the 
Vedantins ; for, even in the cognition of pot etc., the ele- 
ment of manifestation is of the nature of eternal intelligence, 
while the element of psychosis of the internal organ is (of 
the nature of) nescience, and the usage of ‘cognition’ in respect 
of that is figurative. Nor is this an inference from co-ab- 
sence (alone), since there exist subjects of the same class. 
Though in other systems (than that of the Vedantins), the 
pot-cognition is an (established) example, even then it is not 
intelligible. It is thus. This cognition located in the self, 
is it acknowledged to be some substance possessing the qua- 
lity of brightness, or merely the quality of brightness ? On 
the first, since the substance, cognition, is itself luminous 
through possessing the quality of brightness, there would 
not exist for the self the sruti-declared luminosity. Even on 
the second, is it that there is origination of the quality, cog- 
nition, together with the substance that is 'the substrate, or 
of the cognition alone? Not the first, since the self-substance 
is eternal. Not the second ; the cognition in dispute does 
not arise in the locus of its substance, in the absence of the 
origination of the substance, since it is the quality of 
brightness, like the brightness of a lamp. For in that 
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(example), the brightnesa of the lamp arises only together 
with the substance, lamp, bxit not in its absence ; hence 
there is no lack of prohandum (in the example). And in 
the case of the mirror etc., it is of the brightness already 
existent that there is manifestation, not origination, by 
rubbing; hence there is no inconclusiveness (of the probans)- 
Nor may inconstancy be suspected in respect of the bright- 
ness of the internal organ; for on the view of transformation 
(of cause into effect), it is of the substance itself, the internal 
organ possessing brightnes.s, that there is origination in 
the form of the pot-cognition etc. As for the view of (abso- 
lute) creation (of the effect), brightness is not a quality of 
the internal organ (on that view). Therefore, an originator 
not being required for cognition which is not originated, 
the self itself is light, but there is no light other than the 
self; this alone is the intention of the iiruti. And the lumi- 
nosity intended here is but of the nature of intelligence, 
not of the nature of illumining the inert; this is understood 
from other sruti texts like ‘ Brahman is consciousness (praj- 
uana)’.^ If it be said that by the; word prajiiana hero, cog- 
nisership is mentioned, no ; for there is conflict with the 
well-known sense of the abstract noun. If it be said that 
cognisership results on the analysis (of the supposed com- 
pound word, prajuana) into ‘his is superior knowledge’, even 
thus there is prolixity, in assuming the origination of cog- 
nition for the self at every instant; and when that is not 
assumed, the self would not bo manifest and the self is mani- 
fest constantly. Therefore, in the case of the self, which 
is of the nature of self-luminous intelligence, thei'e should 
certainly be admitted manifestation to the full extent of its 
reality. 


»Ait. Up.. Ill, 3 
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LXXVn(d). Now the self’s possession of unapprehended 
particularity is established in experience, since the Brahman- 
form (of the self) is not apprehended : if this be said, no. 
Is the )Iva different or non-different from Brahman ? If 
different, non-manifestation and error would exist only in 
Brahmiin, the substrate, not in the jiva. And non-difference is 
devoid of evidence- If then this be the evidence, viz-, (this in- 
ference) "Texts like ‘This self is Brahman’^ refer to an impar- 
tite .sense, since while refez’ring to bare substance devoid 
of the relation of cause and effect, there is an appositional 
relation, like the sentence ‘This i.s that Devadatta’,” then, be- 
cause of conflict with the luminosity of knowledge and 
because of the non-existence of diOcrence between locus and 
content, there is no non-cognisedness for Brahman- Thus, 
therefore, on that which is not the substrate, i. e., the fllaw- 
less self, there is no superirnposition of egoity etc. 


LXXVIII. To this it is said (in reply). Even in the non- 
dual, flawless self, there exists the defect which is called 
nescience and is of the nature of the non-real ; this is under- 
stood from sruti and through presumption from what is 
heard (in sruti)- ioruti, in the words ‘Just as those who 
do not know the land, though repeatedly passing over the 
hidden treasure of gold, do not attain it, even so all these 
people go to Brahma-loka day after day, but do not attain it, 
being obstructed by the non-real (nescience)’ ^ shows that 
for all peopfe at the time of sleep there is non-manifestation 
of Brahman-intelligence, because of (their) being veiled by 
nescience which is of the nature of the non-real- And it 
has been established in the discussion of o)>scuration that 


iBrh., II. 6, 9 
sobdnd,, vm, 8, 3 
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that veil of nescience is other than illusory cognition, its 
residual impression, non-existence of cognition, or karma, 
and is of an illusory nature- And even presumption from 
what is heard postulates that because of the ^ruti declaration 
of the removal of bondage through Brahman-knowledge, 
there is in (respect of) Brahman earlier non-knowledge, the 
defect that causes the bondage of superimposition- Nor may 
it be said that nescience being thus known through a 
pramana, there should be reality (for it): for the pramSua is 
mentioned only to refute the position of those who contend 
that there is nothing called nescience, which is indetermi- 
nable and of the nature of an existent. As for the existence of 
nescience that is established only by the witness-intelligence- 

LXXIX(a). As for what was said, that on the view of 
non-difiference of the jiva from Brahman, there is no non- 
cognisedness for Brahman, what is it that is intended here? 
(1) Is it that nescience, which requires the difference of locus 
and content, does not relate to one (alone) ? (2) Or is it that 

while so relating it conflicts with oneness of its own locus ? 

(3) Or is it that in the case of what is of the nature of lumi- 
nosity, its being the locus of nescience is self-contradictory ? 

(4) Or is it that if Brahman be the locus of nescience there 
is abandonment of omniscience etc- ? 

LXXIX(b)- Not the first-.; the nescience in dispute does 
not require the difference of locus from content, since it is 
not of the nature of an act, like pot etc. ; similarly, what is 
in dispute resides in one thing alone and obscures it too, 
since it is an abscuring agent, like the darkness present in 
a thorn; thus, even without depending on (the alleged) 
difference, there is establishment of the two-fold relation even 
in respect of one and the same. Now, like knowledge, 
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nescience too certainly requires the difference of locus from 
content : for, like ‘ I know this ’ there is empirical usage of 
the form ‘J do not know this'. Not so ; for, it is cognised so, 
merely in dependence on the word ‘ajilana’ which denotes the 
exclusion of knowledge dependent on the two (locus and 
content) ; for in the empirical usage of words like ‘ maya’ 
this (implied difference) is non-existent. This is just like 
the ‘being at rest’, which though not dependent on an 
object (i. e , intransitive), yet when signified by the word 
‘agamana (non-moving)’, comes to depend on an object (be 
transitive), as it werci in the form ‘ whose non-moving and 
towards what object’. 

LXXIX(c). Not the second ; what is in dispute does not 
conflict with the oneness of its own locus, since it is an 
obscuring agent, like darkness- 

LXXIX(d). Not the third. The conflict in what is of 
the nature of luminosity being the locus of nescience, is it 
(a) experienced, or (b) inferred ? .(a) Not the first: for, in 
the witness intelligence that establishes nescience, there is 
experienced in the form ‘ I am ignorant’, only its being the 
locus of nescience. (b) How is there inference either ? 
(i) Is it (in the form) ‘ the self is not the locus of nescience, 
since it is manifest, like the pot existing in front’ ? (ii) Or 
is it (in the form) ‘The self is of a nature opposed to nescience, 
because of luminosity, like a psychosis of the internal organ ’? 
(iii) Or else, is it (of the form) ‘The self is opposed to con- 
junction with nescience, since it is self-luminous, like the 
consciousness (samvedana) recognised by Prabhakaras ’ ? 
(i) Not the first, since its content is sublated. For even by 
others (the opponents) it has to be admitted that, even 
when the self is being manifested by originated cognitions, 
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it is the locus of nescience: for, otherwise there is contin- 
gence of omniscience at the instant the self is manifested, 
(ii) Not the second ; for there is inconstancy in respect of 
the manifestation that manifests nescience. Nor may it be 
said that this itself is non-established ; for, even for others 
(the opponents), in the absence of cognition of what is 
acceptable to themselves as nescience, empirical usage in 

respect of that would be impossible- (iii) Not the third; 
for, there is no example, the self-luminous consciousness 
being itself the self. 

LXXIX(e), Nor is the fourth view(possiblc) that there 
is abandonment of Brahman’s omniscience etc. ; for it is 
possible to say that just as though there is oneness between 
the prototype and the reflection, there is not, through the 
darkness etc., superimposed on the reflection in an impure 
mirror, the abandonment of the fairness of the prototype, 
similarly, though the jlva be the locus of nescience, there 
is no abandonment of Brahman’s omniscience etc. 

LXXIX(f). Further, whatever is cited in order to deny 
nescience, whether it be oneness of the jlva and Brahman 
or self-luminosity or omniscience, every one of these will 
refute of nescience the nature of non-existence of apprehen- 
sion and will establish its nature as that of an existent: 
for, in the absence of a veil of the nature of an existent, the 
non-manifestation of the existent omniscience etc., and of 
Brahman associated with these is unintelligible. Through the 
mere non-existence of apprehension, however, the non- 
manifestation only of what is different from the jlva, is non- 
intelligent and non- omniscient, viz., pot etc-, is intelligible, 
(but) not of Brahman which is the reverse (of these). 
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LXXX(a). Now by you who state that to the jiva belongs 
being the locus of nescience and to Brahman omniscience, 
there should certainly be stated distinction between the 
jiva and Brahman ; if this be said, is real distinction deduced 
or one produced by nescience? In the first (case) too, is the 
distinction due to the definition made by the internal organ, 
or due to a natural difference, or else due to a natural relation 
of part and whole ? 

LXXX(b). Not the first : for, it is not possible for the 
internal organ which has a beginning to be that which 
defines what is beginningless. Nor is the internal organ too 
beginningless, because of its non-existence in sleep etc- If 
it be said to be present there too in a subtle state, what is it 
that is called the subtle condition ? Is it (1) the attainment 
of partlessness, or (2) merely the decrease of parts, or (3) per- 
sistence in the causal condition, or (4) being left over as a 
residual impression 9 (1) Not the first : since for that which 

has parts, when there are no parts, existence (itself) is des- 
troyed. (2) Not the second : for, because of the contingence 
of non-effectedness for the whole that is left over (on the 
decrease of the other parts), this (residuary internal organ) 
would not be destroyed at any time whatsoever : or if (this 
residuary whole be) what is effected by the (original) whole, 
there is the contingence of erfpirical usage (in sleep) as in 
waking. (3) On the third (alternative) too, is it that the 
cause alone remains or the effect as well ? On the first there 
is the contingence of the non-existence of the internal organ. 
On the second, there is the contingence of empirical usage 
(as in waking). (4) Nor the fourth; for residual impression 
not being the material cause of definition, there is the 
contingence of release for the jiva that is non-defined in 
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Bleep* If, then, it be said that what is defined is itself the 
material cause of definition, like the faggot (which is the 
material cause of the splitting), while the internal organ, 
like the hatchet, is but the efficient cause, then definition 
is not established: for it is not possible for the partless 
intelligence to be really the material cause of a split, like 
a faggot. For us, however, nescience itself is the material 
cause of definition. Even the splitting into two> while 
being present in nescience alone, is merely super-imposed 
on the self. Even to the internal organ, the product of 
nescience, the property of defining the self belongs only 
through the channel of nescience, (but) not dix’ectly. Therefore 
there is no defect whatever. 

LXXX(c). Nor is the second view (possible, that the 
distinction is) due to difl'erence: for when the distinction 
between the jiva and Brahman results even from the ascer- 
tained capacity of nescience, there is no room for assuming 
difference* Nor may it be said that since nescience has to 
be demonstrated as belonging to the jivaand having Brahman 
for content, nescience, which is (thus) dependent on the 
distinction, is not the cause of the distinction ; for it is 
seen of the relation of substrate and counter-correlate that, 
though dependent on difference, it is yet the cause of diffe- 
rence, Otherwise, for you too^ how can difference, which 
is dependent on distinction in the form ‘Brahman’s difference 
from the jiva,’ be the cause of the distinction ? Further, 
it has been explained higher up that nescience does not 
depend on distinction of locus and content* 

LXXX(d). Nor (is) the third (view possible); for, in the 
case of the partless, the relation of part and whole is not 
of itself possible. Therefore, what has to be deduced is only 
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a distinction produced by nescience ; and that is certainly 
acceptable 

LXXXI. Though this nesciencej while being related 
to intelligence as a whole, distinguishes between jiva and 
Brahman, yet, i neglecting the nature of Brahman and leaning 
to the side of the jlva alone, it originates transmigration ; 
this is just as a mirror etc., related to face in general, dis- 
tinguish between the prototype and the reflection, and 
produce something distinctive only on the side of the 
reflection. Now in the form ‘ I am ignorant ’ nescience appe- 
ars as located in the self as qualified by egoity, but not as 
located in intelligence in general ; if this be said, not so. 
Just as in ‘ Iron burns’, there is the appearonce of reciprocal 
relation because of the relation of combustion and iron to 
the single lire, similarly; there is the presentation of appo- 
sition, merely because of the relation of nescience and the 
internal organ to the single self, but not because of the 
internal organ being the locus of nescience. Otherwise 

there would be reciprocal dependence, in that when there 
is relation to nescience there is establishment of the internal 
organ, and when there is qualification by the internal organ, 
there is relation to nescience. Nor is it that in the 
absence of the internal organ, the relation to nescience 
has not been seen, since this (relation) is admitted in sleep. 
If then it be said that, because of the unintelligibility of the 
unattached intelligence being a locus, location in the qualified 
is assumed, even then, if the qualified be but the internal 
organ, intelligence and their relation, location in intslligence 
is difficult to avoid. If it be said that the qualified is cer- 
tainly other than these, even thus, it does not belong to this, 
which is inert, to be the locus of ignorance ; for, otherwise. 
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there is the contiagence of even delusion, right knowledge 
and release being located in the inert, because of the rule of 
(their) having the same locus as ignorance. Nor does the 
real unattachedness of intelligence conflict with its assumptive 
property of being the loeiis. Therefore, nescience which is 
located in intelligence in general, is said to bo located in the 
jiva, because of its leaning to the side of the jlva- 

LXXXII. As for P.hilskara who holds that the internal 
organ alone is the locus of ignorance, for him constant 
omniscience of the self(if admitted by him) is opposed to ex- 
perience- And if it is non-omniscient, then since at some time 
it does not know something, nescience has certainly to be 
admitted in the self- If then you think that though non- 
apprehension and illusory cognition be located in the self, 
nescience, which is of the nature of an existent, is located 
in the internal organ, even then, if nescience be (merely) 
what is other than knowledge, that would be but the film 
(in the eye), jaundice etc- If then (nescience be) what is 
opposed to knowledge, that is not (so) : for in the case of 
nescience located in the internal organ, opposition by know- 
ledge located in the self is not possible ; for, in respect of 
one and the same content, ignorance present in Yajuadatta 
is not removed by knowledge present in Devadatta- If it 
be said that though elsewhere •there is no conflict between 
those which have different loci, ignorance present in the 
instrument conflicts with knowledge present in the agent, 
no (we reply) ; for by the knowledge present in Devadatta 
who makes the inference “ This Yajuadatta is one who has 
an unseen potency (adysta) the cause of the resolution of the 
internal organ, since his internal organ has been merged 
in sleep,” the nescience present in the instrument of 
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the inference, viz., the sleeping Yajnadatta’s internal organ, 
is not removed- If it bo said that there is certainly removal 
of what is present in the internal organ that is related to 
the cogniser, no ; for there is no evidence of nescience being 
present in the internal organ. If it be said (that the evidence 
is the inference) ‘ what is in dispute is present in the 
instrument, since it is a defect causing delusion, like the film 
(in the eye) etc,,’ then there is the contingence (of nescience) 
in the sense of sight etc. If it be said that because of these 
having a beginning, there is unintelligibility of their being 
the locus of beginningless nescience, that holds equally of 
the internal organ too- If it be said that because of the 
resort to the doctrine of the pre-existence of the effect, the 
internal organ has no beginning, that holds equally oven of 
the sense of sight etc. Therefore nescience is not located 
in the internal organ, but is located in the self. That has 
been stated by Visvarupacarya, as preceded by (the statement 
of) the objection : 

‘ Now, how can nescience affect the self which is self- 
luminous, immutable and non-dual, any more than darkness 
(can affect) the sun ? Since nescience is well established, 
it cannot be denied ; and that (veiling by nescience) does not 
stand to reason in respect of the not-self ; for without that 
(nescience) the not-self is not.’^ And of that nescience, 
causality in respect of the distinction of jiva from Brahman 
is declared in the (Vispu) purapa : ‘ When ignorance which 

generates distinction is completely destroyed, what will 
produce the non-real difference between the self and 
Brahman ? ’ ^ 

*8oe l.}ta-8iddlii Ch. I, p. 207. Of VimukiMman, the uuthor» the chronological 
limits are fixed totwoeu 8u0 and 1050 A.l>. 
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LXXXIII. Even because of the beginninglessness of 
nescience, its causality in respect of the beginningless dis- 
tinction is uncontradicted. And the beginninglessness of 
nescience is declared in the smi'ti ; ‘ Know both prakrti and 

purusa to be beginningless What is called prakrti is 
maya, because of the sruti ‘(Know) milya to be prakpti 
And we have stated the oneness of maya and nescience. 

LXXXIV. Now, though thus the self-luminous be the 
locus of nescience, its being the content of nescience is not 
possible, because of its being manifest constantly ; truly, in 
the case of a pot that is manifest, they do not speak of it as 
the content of ignorance in the form ‘ I do not know the 
pot’; if it be said that in ‘I do not know the sense stated by 
you’, it is only in the case of a sense which is manifest 
that there is the empirical usage of being the content of 
nescience as defining it, no ; for, even there, it is only the 
unknown special feature present in the thing, that is the 
content; if it be said that of what is unknown a cognition 
as what defines (nescience) does not stand to reason, thus 
then, even in ‘I do not know the sense stated by you ’ an 
explanation has to be given by you yourself. 

LXXXV. It is said (in reply) : Truly, a thing that is 
revealed by a pramapa is not a content of ignorance, since a 

It 

pramapa is that which removes nescience. As for that, how- 
ever, which is known by the witness-perception, whether it 
be pot etc., or intelligence itself, in that being the content of 
nescience, there is no harm whatever. Truly, the witness- 
intelligence is not that which removes nescience, but on the 
contrary it is only what establishes that (nescience); otherwise 
»Bh. Gita, XIII, 19 
*l5vet., IV, 10, 
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how could this nescience, which is opposed to all evidences 
and reasonings, be established? That has been said : ‘This 
here is a delusion, supportless and opposed to all reasoning ; it 
does not brook inquiry, just as darkness does not brook the 
sun*.^ And not brooking inquiry is but an ornament to 
nescience. That too has been said : ‘ This itself is the nescience- 
nature of nescience; the characteristic thereof is the incapacity 
to brook inquiry; else it would be reality*. Nor in the case 
of that whose beauty consists in not being (fit to be) inquired 
into, may there be suspected incapacity to obscure the self ; 
for it has been said ‘ Lo, nothing can surpass the impudence 
of nescience; paying no heed to the validly known and the 
real, it remains like the Supreme Selfh^ Even by him, who 
resorts to reasoning alone, experience cannot be denied; for 
reasoning rests on experience; otherwise, reasoning would 
be but baseless It is indeed experienced even in the case of 
the self-luminous enjoyer, that his difference from the aggre- 
gate of body etc., is certainly obscured by nescience. 


LXXXVI. Now in the cognition of the self as T* the 
difference therefrom is also certainly cognised, since difference 
is of the nature of tlie thing. Nor may it be said that the 
difference is obscured by the illusory conceit of identity with 
the body, in the form T am a man’; for the conceit of oneness 
being intelligible secondarily qven in conformity with the 
cognition of difference, it is not possible to assume illusori- 
ness that is opposed to the cognition of difference. If 
because of being in apposition with the body, the cognition 
T’ cculd not apprehend the difference of the self from the 
body, then that (difference) would not be established at all, 
because of the absence of evidence ; for, even for revelation 

iKai^karmyasiddhi, III, 66 
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and inference, validity is impossible when there is conflict 
with that (perception). Nor may it be said that there is no 
conflict, because of the illusoriness of the cognition ‘I’, as of 
the cognition of two moons etc-; for there is reciprocal 
dependence, in that when the validity of revelation and of in- 
ference is established there is the illusoriness of that (cog- 
nition), and that when there is the illusoriness of that, there 
is validity of the other (two). In the case of the cognition 
of the two moons etc-, there is the establishment of illusori- 
ness, because of the quick sublation even prior to the con- 
sideration of the relative strength of the pramapas; here, 
however, because of no opposite (cognition) having arisen 
at the (time of the) consideration of the relative strength 
of the pramauas, the cognition ‘ I ’ is alone stronger ; hence 
difference from the body would not be established through 
revelation and inference opposed thereto. Therefore, diffe- 
rence from the body being established even by the cognition 
‘1’, the conceit of being (endowed with a) human (body) is 
secondary, not illusory. 

LXXXVII(a). This is not sound. Does the cognition 
‘ I ’ have for content the self as in reality different from the 
body, or as (different) in manifestation ? Not the first, for, the 
existence of difference in reality is not a cause (of secondary 
usage). Indeed itf ‘Devadatta is a lion’ etc., it is but the 
manifestation of difference that is seen to be the cause of 
secondary usage. Otherwise, even in ‘This is silver’, since 
there is difference in reality, the empirical usage would be 
but secondary, not delusive. Even on the second (alternative), 
is it that the cognition T’ makes manifest the difference even 
prior to inquiry, or subsequently ? Not the first, because of 
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the futility of the i^astra which conducts the inquiry. Not 
the second, for, by analysis of what is established or non- 
estabiished (it follows that) inquiry itself is that which makes 
the difference known. Now what is called inquiry is conside- 
ration of arguments : argument indeed is not what indepen- 
dently generates knowledge; but while being what favours a 
pramaija, it helps to discriminate the self distinct (from the 
body etc.) as the content of the pramaija, the cognition ‘I’. 
Not so. Is it that argument controls a pramana in respect 
of a particular content in the form ‘So much alone should be 
apprehended by you, neither more nor less’? Or is it that, 
in the case of a pramana which has set out to apprehend a 
self-established content, it removes any obstacle that is 
contingent ? Not the first : for, arguments being unsettled, 
owing to diversities of the human intellect, there is the 
contingence of pramanas having unsettled contents. Now, 
that is a contingence of the acceptable, since if pramanas had 
invariable contents, difference of views among authors of 
.4astras would be impossible ; if this be said, no ; for, where 
there is conflict it is admitted by all that one’s own view is 
alone authoritative, not another ; and if (pramanas) had no 
settled contents, even the views of others would have to be 
respected as authoritative. Nor may it be said that there is 
control of pramanas by numerous weighty arguments (not 
by reasonings varying with each individual). Truly, not even 
a thousand arguments, though arising from the intellects of 
those versed in all sastras, would bring about sound as the 
content for the sense of sight or prevent its having colour 
as the content. 

LXXXVII(b). As for the second (alternative), is it that 
the difference of the self with the body etc., as counter- 
correlate is also the self-established content of the cognition 
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‘I’? Or (is it) the self alone? On the first, there is the 
contingence of discriminative knowledge for the materialist 
and the worldly people. If then for them there is non- 
discrimination, because of the non-removal of obstacles 
through arguments found in the sastras, even thus, by you 
who know the sSstra, it will never bo possible to cognise or 
to say ‘lam different from the body etc-:’ for, difference 
having been stated even with ‘ I ’ there is the contingence of 
‘am different from the body etc.’ being a repetition. If then 
the self alone is the content, then, let ax’guments remove 
with ease the obstacle contingent in the apprehension of the 
self by the cognition ‘I’; but with this it is not possible 
to deny what is experienced, viz., that the cognition ‘ I ’ has 
the body etc., for content. 

LXXXVII(c). Now, thus, the cognition ‘ I am a man’ 
would not be a delusion, since it apprehends its own content 
alone. Not so. Our distinction is not indeed that that which 
apprehends its own content is .valid, while that which 
apprehends the content of another is invalid, but that that 
which apprehends the real is valid, while that which appre- 
hends the real and the unreal (together) is invalid. And since 
the cognition ‘ I ’ apprehends together as one the real self 
and the unreal body etc., it is certainly a delusion. Nor may 
it be said that it is not a delusion, since, in respect of the 
self-luminous, partless self, there is no possibility of an aspect 
of unapprehended particularity. In respect of letters like ‘A’, 
which are partless and manifested in their entirety, the 
shortness, length etc., present in the audible sound (which 
manifests the letters), are superimposed ; nor are shortness 
etc., attributes of the letters, since by such recognition as 
‘ This is that same letter A ’ the omnipresence of letters is 
understood; even for those who know the omnipresence of 
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letters, the delusion of shortness etc- does certainly persist, 
through the non-recollection of that argument (in support of 
omnipresence); similarly, even in the self, who can prevent 
the delusion of identity with the body etc., which is 
established in the experience (of all) from the infant to the 
learned man, and which is devoid of sublation in the absence 
of the sastra-genorated intuition of the truth, that Brahman 
is the self? And the secondariness of the cognition ^ I am a 
man ’ will be refuted later under the aphorism on harmonious 
synthesis- Thus, therefore, since the self though self-lumi- 
nous and partless is yet obscured by illusory conceit' and not 
apprehended in its true nature as Brahman, there is, through 
di (Terence of aspects, the possibility of apprehension of the 
general and non-apprehension of the particular ; hence its 
being the substrate (of nescience) is not contradicted. 

LXXXVlI(d)- Therefore, there certainly does exist the 
essential characteristic, in that for the real substrate there is 
presentation of unity with an illusory object- Even the 
external characteristic of being generated by the three-fold 
cause can easily be shown, since in the self, which occupies 
the place of the three, the content, the instrument and the 
seer, the defect of nescience has been established, since the 
intelligence of the self is itself the pramSua which apprehends 
the substrate, and since in the (stream ot) beginningless 
transmigration the existence of residual impressions of prior 
superimprositions is easy (to admit). Though hero the 
intelligence which manifests together the substrate and the 
super-imposed, the self and the not-self, is not originated in 
respect of its own nature, yet in the form in which it is 
associated with particular contents its origination is not 
contradicted. And this being the case, in the definition 
formerly stated, by the words ‘like memory’, origination by 
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the three-fold cause is intended to be stated. And the words 
‘ the presentation of one as of the nature of another ’ should 
be explained as ‘^the presentation of the real as in unity with 
the illusory.’ Therefore it is established that in respect 
of the self the delusion of individuation etc., or the delusion 
of difference due to adjuncts, is certainly defined by the 
(stated) definition. 

LXXXVIII. Now how is superimposition possible in 
respect of the inner self? Everywhere indeed it is seen of the 
substrate- that it is the content of cognition by the same sense 
as what is superimposed. And that docs not exist in the case 
of the self which is turned away from the cognition ‘Thou 

LXXXTX. It is said (in reply). What is required in 
superimposition is only the presentation of the substrate and 
the superimposed as in union in a single cognition, (but) not 
that the substrate should be a content, since there is no 
instance of bare co-absence. And here there does exist the 
single cognition ‘ I ’ which presents as a unity the self and 
the not-self. Though the self, because of not having parts 
and not being a content, is not the content of this cognition 
whether in part or in its own (full) nature, yet, like the 
mirror pregnant with the reflection of ether, the internal 
organ, superimposed on the self and pregnant with the reflec- 
tion of the self, appears in the form of the cognition ‘ I ’• 
And as in ‘ This is silver ’ there is duality of form in the 
superimposition ‘ I for, just as in ‘ The iron burns’ there is 
the presentation of the dual form of fire and iron in respect 
of what is qualified by capacity to burn, similarly even in 
‘I cognise’, there is presentation of the dual form of the self 
and the internal organ in respect of what is qualified by 
PQgnisership. Of these, the aspect which is experienced as 
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Buffering, changing, inert or as different from the objectj 
organs etc-, is the internal organ ; the aspect which is 
experienced as the object of love, as immutable, as the witness, 
and as of the nature of the intelligence that recurs in the 
object, organs etc., is the self. Therefore the cognition *1’ is 
of the nature of the ‘this’ and ‘not-this’. 

XC(n)- Now, the follower of Prabhakara does not suffer 
this- It is thus. In ‘I know the pot’ the cognition, which is 
sclMumiiiou.s manifests pot etc., as content and the self as 
the locus. Therefore in the form ‘I ’ the self alone appears ; 
there is no element of ‘this’ in it- Nor may it be said that 
just like the difference of capacity to burn from the iron-ball 
in (the cognition) ‘ The iron burns ’, there may be the 
difference of egoity from the cogniser in ‘I know’; for, just 
as the cold iron ball and an incendiary, of the nature of the 
flame of a lamp etc-, are somewhere cognised as distinct, not 
thus is there cognised anywhere the distinction of egoity and 
the cogniser. Therefore egoity alone is the self ; and that is 
immediately experienced as the locus of cognition. 

XC(b). As for the follower of the Safikhya who infers 
the self, in the form ‘ The reflection of intelligence in the 
inert internal organ must be preceded by a prototype of that 
nature, since it is a reflection, like the reflection of the face’ 
and as for the others who similarly make inferences (of the self) 
in conformity with, their own respective teachings, the self’s 
character, according to these, of always having to be inferred 
conflicts with the immediate presentation in the form ‘I ’. If 
then the inferences be for the enlightenment of others, then, 
let them be so (they do not affect the Prsbhakara’s position). 

XO(c). As for what is said by the Logicians about the 
self being mentally perceived, that is unsound, since there is 
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no evidence ; for tbe co-presence and co-absence of mind are 
otherwise accounted for even by the experience of the object ; 
and, when the self is established even by the relation of being 
the locus in respect of the experience of the object, there is 
prolixity in assuming another (mode of) cognition in respect 
of the self. 

XC(d). Now, let there then be (admitted) this view of 
the Bhattas, that the self is the object of cognition, since it is 
perceived, like a pot ; nor is there conflict between object- 
ness and agency ; for, there is made the distinction that to 
the substance-element belongs cognisedness and to the 
knowledge-clement belongs cognisership; nor is there conflict 
between tbe status of subsidiary and principal, for, it may 
easily be said that the cogniscd-element is the principal and 
the cognisor-element is the subsidiary. This does not stand 
to reason ; for, the substance-element which is non-intelligent 
cannot be of the nature of the self ; if the knowledge-clement 
itself bs the object, the two afore-said conflicts are not sur- 
mounted. Nor is knowledge capable of transforming itself 
simultaneously into the cognised and the cognisei-, since it has 
no parts ; even if somehow it be transformed like the pradhana 
etc., if the cogniser-part be not cognised as self-luminous and 
as the locus of cognition, there is the contingence of a con- 
trary conclusion ; if cognised as an object, there is the con- 
tingence of non-self-hood as for a pot. Therefore the self is 
perceived only as the locus of cognition ; but pot etc., are 
perceived as objects of cognition. 

XC(e). As for the Sautrantika who infers pot etc., (in 
this way) ‘ The presentation of the reflections of objects in 
cognitions is preceded by prototypes of that kind, since they 
are the presentation of something in what is not that, like 
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the reflection of the face in the mirror he is to be asked 
(this); in this inferential cognition do objects appear directly 
as objects, without being (presented as) reflections, or do they 
not ? On the first (alternative) the prohans is inconclusive 
even in respect of this (inferential cognition)- On the second, 
since there does not appear (in the inference) the thing 
premised, viz., the antecedence of the prototype, the inference 
does not arise at all- Therefore the experienced immediacy 
of objects is not to be denied. 

XC(f). As for what is declared by the Vijnanavadins; viz,; 
the immediacy of objects, only as being of the nature of 
cognitions, that is unsound; for, the immediacy is seen even 
of externality, which is not of the nature of cognition. If, 
that too were of the nature of cognition, there would be no 
sublation of it any more than of silver (on their view). 
Therefore, objects cognised, like the pot, are immediately 
experienced through being objects ; the cognition; however 
is immediately experienced through being self-luminous- 

XC(g). As for what the Logicians say, that cognition, 
which is inherent in the self conjoined to mind, is immediately 
experienced by another cognition (the anuvyavasaya) through 
the relation of inherence in the conjoined, and as for what 
the Bhattas say, that the cognition, which abides in the 
object and is called manifestedrPess (prflkatya), is known by 
another through the relation of identity with the conjoined, 
both of these are unsound; for, in acknowledging of one 
cognition another cognition which has that for its sphere, 
there is the contingence of the simultaneous existence of two 
fruits.^ If it be said that the simultaneity of two fruits, 

1 The Vizianagaram text roads * kdladvaya^ two times' and is translated as 
It stands by Thibaut. 
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perisbing and imperishable, is certainly acceptablej even thus, 
if inherence in or identity with a thing in (sense) contact 
be the cause of (immediate) apprehension, then even for the 
transformation, taste etc., present in the locus of the cogni- 
tion> there is the contingence of immediacy by the very cogni- 
tion ' that apprehends the (first) cognition. If then it 
be said that in the case of the transformation etc*, present 
in the self, and the taste etc., present in the pot etc., there is 
no capacity for immediacy through the cognition, that makes 
known the (first) cognition, even thus, since for cognition 
in respect of its own existence there is not seen any separa- 
tion from luminosity, its being known by another, in the 
same way as pot etc,, is not possible. Nor may it be said 
that for the manifestedness (prakatya), which arises in respect 
of pot etc., from the self’s activity called pramilna, there is 
the being known by another, as for the colour etc., present 
in the pot. What is this activity of the self, a motion or a 
transformation ? Not the first, since that is impossible in 
the case of the omnipresent. As for tbe second, like clay for 
the pot which is a transformation of clay, for the manifested- 
ness which is the fruit of transformation of the self, the self 
alone would be the locus (not the object as stated by the 
Bhattas). If it be said that like old age (resulting) for the 
hodij through the transformation whose fruit is greying in 
the hair, there is manifestedness in the object resulting from 
the transformation of the self, even thus, does intelligence 
consist in being the locus of manifestedness, or in being the 
generator of manifestedness, or in being the support of the 
activity called cognition, which generates that (prakatya) ? On 
the first, pot etc., would be intelligent beings. On the 
second again, the sense of sight etc., would similarly be 
intelligent beings* Not the third. The self being tbe 
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support of cognition should indeed be inferred by you in the 
form ‘ The self possesses the activity of cognition, since it is 
related to the fruit generated by that (activity), just as 
Devadatta who is related to the satisfaction generated by 
eating possesses the activity of eating here the probans 
would be non-established, since for the self there is no relation 
to the fruit- If it be said that relation to fruit is cognised 
in the form ‘ The pot is experienced by me’, then in the 
view of you who say that the fruit is in the object alone, 
not in the self, conflict with cognition would have been 
brought about even by yourself- Therefore, neglecting the 
extremely defective views of the Logicians and the BhSttas, 
there should be supported the self-luminosity of cognition, 
which is the fruit of pramaija, the activity of the cogniser- 


XC(h). As for what is said by the Saugata that cognition 
itself is pramapa and that itself is its fruit, there the conflict 
of activity in respect of itself is certainly clear. Though 
for the cognising self there is no activity whatever, yet the 
mere conjunction of the four, the self, the mind, the sense of 
sight and the object, while being of the form of the pramana, 
is figuratively spoken of as the activity of the cogniser. Nor 
when there is cognition which is non-inconstant, is it intelli- 
gible for abandonment, acceptance and indifference, which are 
inconstant, to be (spoken of ag) the fruit of pramapa. 

XC(i)- Nor can the Vedanta view that the self is 
self-luminous stand to reason ; for when empirical usage 
results even with the self-luminosity of cognition, which is 
established for both disputants, there is prolixity in assuming 
that in respect of the self too. Therefore that which is held 
by the Prabhakara who maintains the immediate experience 
of the three aspects (triputi)i viz., that in ‘ I know the jar ’ 
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etc., the egoity, which shines as the locus of the self-luminous 
cognition of the object^ like the wick as the locus of the Same, 
is but the self, but is not of the nature of the this-not-this, 
that alone is to be respected- . 

XCI. To this it is said (in reply). When there is inquiry 
it culminates but in the non-self-hood of egoity, since the 
self is of the nature of experience- It is thus. This you have 
to be asked : is the self alone the light of intelligence, or is 
experience too (that light), or experience alone ? On the first, 
this experience which is an inert illuminant, does it manifest 
the universe while (itself) unmanif^?, in the same way as the 
sense of sight etc? Or is it a manifester of objects while 
being itself manifest; like light, without depending on some 
other light of the same class? Not the first, for the sense of 
sight generates experience which is other than itself, while 
experience is not thus. On the second, since there exists the 
characteristic of the light of intelligence, viz., manifestation 
without depending on an experience other than itself, ex- 
perience would certainly be the light of intelligence. Though 
the manifesting of pot etc., is common to experience, the 
sense of sight and light, yet since experience is opposed to 
ignorance of the object, it is the light of intelligence : light, 
aince it is opposed to the darkness present in the object, is the 
inert illuminant ; and the sense^of sight, since it is directly 
instrumental to immediate experience, is the uncognised 
instrument ; thus the disparity (among them) is certainly 
possible. 

XCII(a). Now, it does not stand to reason (to. say) that 
to experience belongs, as to light, non-dependence on others 
of the same class, since light is manifested by the sense of 
sight which is of the same class; if this be said, no. In 
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respect of light does the sense of sight remove darkness, or 
generate experience? Not the first, since light is free from 
darkness. Even on the second, light is manifested only by 
•what is of a different class, viz., experience generated by tbe 
sense of sight. Therefore, in the case of experience, which 
like light is not dependent on others of the same class, its 
being the light of intelligence stands to reason, because of the 
contingence of the blindness (unconsciousness) of the world, 
if that (experience) be an inert illuminant- If it be said that 
the cognising intelligence itself makes manifest everything 
on the strength of inert experience, no. If inert experience 
be merely the cause of the relation of the self’s intelligence 
to objects, then this would be but a transformation of the 
intellect; thence, there is entry into the view of the Vediintins. 
If then it be the cause even of the luminosity of the self, 
that is unsound ; for, in the case of what is of the nature of 
intelligencej manifestation in dependence on the inert is 
unintelligible. Let it then be a manifester of the object alone; 
nor is there the contingence of the Vedanta view, since for 
the manifestation of the object, there is admitted as certainly 
separate from the self’s intelligence, another experience 
generated by the inert experience ; if this be said, then, there 
being a need for another experience even for this second 
experience, as that is also similarly inert, there would be 
infinite regress. 

XCII(b). Nor is the second alternative (possible) that 
both the self and experience are the light of intelligence, 
because of the contingence of their being established without 
the dependence of either on the other. And if that be the 
case with those two, whereby is there known the relation 
between cognition and the self? Neither of these knowing 
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the language of the other, the capacity to apprehend the 
relation is not possible for either. If then you think that 
the self does not shine of itself, since it is of the nature 
of intelligence, like another person’s consciousness, and that 
therefore the establishment of the self is dependent on 
experience, that is not (so) ; for there is the similar contin- 
gence in respect of experience too. If it be said that because 
of non*remoteness experience is self-luminous, then that is 
common to the self too. Therefore it follows that the self 
shines of itself, since, while being of the nature of intelligence, 
it is non-remote, like experience. 

XCII(c). Nor is the third alternative (possible) that 
experience alone is the light of intelligence : for it has 
necessarily to be admitted that the self alone is the light of 
intelligence ; because there is non-difference of the self and 
experience. It is thus. The Logicians and the Prabhakaras 
say that this experience is a quality of the self. Since it is 
of the nature of the self, the Sahkhyas by presumption call 
it a substance. Similarly, since it is the fruit of au act of 
transformation, the Bhattas (call it) an act, with a view to 
declare the oneness of act and fruit- Of these (alternatives), 
if it be an act, like the act of going etc., luminosity and being 
the fruit would not stand to reason. Even if it be a subs- 

I# 

tance, if it be of atomic size, it would, like a glowworm, 
manifest only a limited part of the thing. If it be extensive 
in size, there is the contingence of the manifestation every- 
where even of the self, which is of the nature of that 
(experience). If then the self be the locus of that, even thus, 
there is that same defect. If it be of medium size, then being 
dependent on the parts because of having parts, there would 
pot be dependence op the self. If thep (it be said that) there 
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may be dependence on the self like the pot’s dependence on 
the surface of the ground, even thus, just as between the 
lamp-light and luminosity, non-difference alone should be 
acknowledged between the self and intelligence ; for like *It 
is illumined by the lamp-light’ there is seen the empirical 
usage ‘It is known by me.’ If there were difference between 
the self and intelligence, this empirical usage would be figu- 
rative as in ‘I t is illumined by a faggot-’ On the view of its being 
a quality, since as in the case of the brightness present in the 
lamp-light, origination is impossible in the absence of the 
origination of the locus, it is eternal ; consequently on the 
strength of its being non-inconstant in respect of the self, by 
presumption the self itself would be experience. How can 
the self whose establishment is dependent on experience be 
(itself) experience ? If this be asked, no ; for, if it bo so, there 
is the contingehce of non-sclf-hood (for the self) as for a pot. 
Nor may it be said that because of the diversity of the experi- 
ences of blue, yellow etc., they cannot be of the nature of the 
self ; for difference is not cognised in the experiences in 
their own nature ; and for the assumption of difference, there 
is no evidence. Nor are origination and destruction grounds 
for the assumption of difference ; for these being preceded 
by the establishment of difference, there is reciprocal depen- 
dence. Now, in order that instruments like the sense of 
sight may be purposeful, theye should be admitted the origi- 
nation of a subsequent cognition ; and similarly, in order to 
exclude simultaneity, the destruction of the earlier cognition 
has to be admitted ; if this be said, no ; for this being 
established even through the origination and destruction 
of the relation of one consciousness with several objects, 
there is prolixity (in the assumption) of the origination and 
destruction of consciousness too. As for what the Saugatas 
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assume — that difference, even while existing in conscious- 
ness, is not manifested in the absence of an external cause, 
because of (the) similarity (of the cognitions) as of the 
(different successive) flames, — that does not stand to reason ; 
for though that be so in the case of the flames, as being 
cognised by another, there is no possibility of the non- 
manifestation of difference present in the self-luminous 
conciousness, Nor may there be cited as an example the non- 
manifestation of the true nature of the self-luminous Brahman; 
for obscuration there by nescience has been established by 
evidences- Therefore consciousness is one alone and begin- 
ningless. And its beginninglessness is because of its being 
devoid of prior non-existence. That has been said in the 
ISureSvara-vUrtika : ‘For the reason that an effect is perceived 
by all to be preceded by prior non-existence, (consciousness 
is not an effect) ; since that (non-existence) too has consci- 
ousness for its witness, there is no prior non-existenee for 
consciousness.’' 

XOIII- Thus, therefore, because of the ctcrnality of self- 
luminous experience, its being of the nature of the self is 
uncontradicted. And thus the self itself as conditioned by 
objects is spoken of as experience ; and when the adjuncts 
are not intended, (it is called) the self. This is just as for the 
trees themselves there is forest-ness through the condition of 
their existing in one place and tree-ness when this condition 
is not intended. And this being the case, how can he, who 
maintains the perception of the three aspects, declare the 
presentation of the self as the locus of experience ? Or how 
can be bring about self-hood for inert egoity ? 


1 Brh. Vftrtika, 388. 
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XOIV. Now, in ‘I see the jar’ egoity is reflected on as 
the seer ; and the seer is but the self ; if this be said, no, 
because of the contingence of the presentation of the self 
only as ‘I’ even in sleep. Nor is it thus. Therefore, egoity 
is not the self, because of its non -presentation in sleep. (If) 
then (it be said) in sleep there is non -presentation of egoity 
though existent, because of the non-existence of the experi- 
ence of objects, that is not (so)* Is it that experience itself 
is non-existent there ? Or is there non-existence of 
association with objects? Not the flrst, because of the 
eternality of experience. Nor the second; for, association 
with objects is not a determinant in respect of the cognition 
of the self. If it be said that the seer- form of the self is 
egoity and that in the cognition of this (form) association 
with objects is a determinant, what is it that is called 
seer-ahip ? Is it the manifestation of the seen, or is it being 
other than the seen, or is it being intelligence alone ? Of 
these, since the first and the second have to be established 
in dependence on the seen, and since in the case of seer-ship 
which is (thus) adventitious self-hood is impossible, egoity 
could not be the self* On the third, since objects are not 
required, egoity should be figured (even) in sleep* If it be 
said that there does exist the figuring of T’ there, no. In 
that case, by him who has woken up, the egoity of sleep 
would also be remembered .like the egoity of the previous 
day. Though there is no rule that whatever ia experienced 
is certainly remembered, yet here too, when the self is 
remembered, how can egoity, which is of the nature of intelli- 
gence, not be remembered ? If it be said that eternal intelli- 
gence, which has the egoity of sleep for its sphere, being imperi- 
shable, there is no origination of residual impressions, and 
consequently no remembrance, then, in the same way, the 
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egoity of the previous day would not be remembered. On 
our view, however, because of the non-eternality of the 
©goity-defined intelligence originated on the previous day, 
residual impressions being orginated (therefrom), the remem- 
brance thereof is uncontradicted. 

XCV* Now, even thus, the egoity of sleep too may be 
remembered by him who has woken up, since there is 
seen the redection ‘I slept happily’; if this be said, thus, 
then, let the pitiable Logician himself revile you whose 
contentions are unsettled. It is thus. Neither the self at 
the time of sleep nor its happiness is reflected on here; 
what then ? The self manifest at the time of waking is 
made the subject, and the non-existence of misery, that is 
implied by ‘happiness’, is inferred, in the form, ‘In the 
interval between dream and waking, T was devoid of 
misery, since the misery of that time, like the pot (of that 
time) is invariably non -remembered’. Though implication 
is well known in verbal usage alone, not in perception, 
inference etc , yet since here happiness in the principal 
sense is impossible, non-existence of misery is alone to be 
admitted, but not the usage of happiness in the principal 
sense. Nor is it possible, even because of the reflective 
cognition, to assume happiness in the principal sense; for, 
if that be the case, there is thePcontingence of remembrance 
in the form ‘the happiness of food, the happiness of 
drink’ as related to particular objects. If then there be 
assumed non-stimulation of residual impressions in respect 
of the object-element, even thus, the reflective cognition of 
the absence of intelligence in ‘I slept happily, I know 
nothing’, because of its being a hindrance to the experience 
of happiness, reinforces the (view of) non-existence of 



I, xcvi] 


FIBST VAB^TAKA 


128 


misery. If it be said that the buoyancy of limbs, clarity 
of face etc , of one, who has just woken up from sleep, may 
cause the inference of the experience of happiness in the 
time prior to that (waking), no; for remembrance being 
possible in the instant immediately subsequent to experience, 
there is futility of the inference. If it be said that 
buoyancy of the limbs etc., which are seen in different 
degrees, would not exist in the absence of (degrees of) 
excellable happiness of sleep, since non-existence of misery 
is of a single nature, no; for this (difference of degrees) is 
cognised even for the non-existence (of misery), because of 
difference of degrees in the quiescence of that functioning of 
the organs, which is the generator of the counter-correlate, 
misery. 

XCVKa). Now, let be the system of the Logicians; 
what is the final position (of the advaitin)? If this be 
asked, let it be heard with a concentrated mind. There does 
exist bliss which is the very nature of the self-luminous 
witness-intelligence. Though constantly manifested, it is 
yet not clearly manifest in waking and dream, being disturbed 
by illusory cognitions like T am a man’, in the same way 
as the light of a lamp disturbed by a strong wind; in sleep, 
however, because of the non-existence of this (disturbance), 
it is manifest quite clearly. As for the nescience which 
obscures, though it veils the true nature of Brahman, it 
does not obscure the form of the witness-intelligence which 
manifests that (nescience) itself. If not, nescience itself 
being devoid of a witness, would not be established. And 
thus, all the three experienced in sleep, viz., bliss, the self, 
and nescience having the nature of an existent, are reflected 
on by him, who has woken up, in ‘I slept happily, I knew 
pothing’. 
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XCVI(b). Now, in sleep, these three are not experienced 
throngh psychoses of the internal organ, since these 
(psychoses) are non-existent there; if experienced through 
intelligence, since this which is imperishable does not 
originate residual impressions, reflective cognitions would 
not result; if this be said, not so- Nescience itself is trans- 
formed in sleep in the form of the three psychoses that 
apprehend the said three. The semblances of intelligence, 
defined by these psychoses, experience the said three, and 
perish at the time of waking. Why should there not be 
remembrance generated by the residual impressions of those 
(semblances of intelligence) ? If it be said that there is 
(the defect of) absence of common ground in that being an 
experient belongs to the self qualified by nescience, while 
being the rememberer belongs to the (self) qualified by the 
internal organ, no; for it is admitted that even on waking, 
being the rememberer belongs only to what is qualified by 
nescience- As for the internal organ, that brings about, for 
the object remembered, usage accompanied by words. Nor may 
it be said that by ‘happiness’ and by T knew not’ there is 
reflective cognition only of the non-existence of misery and of 
the non-existence of cognition; for there is no experience of 
those two (non-existences), in sleep, even if present, since their 
counter-correlates — misery and cognition-are not remembered 
at that time- How then is there the knowledge of the non- 
existence of misery and the non-existence of cognition, which 
belong to (the period of) sleep and are not experienced ? 
We say it is by presumption. Having in the said 
manner remembered the undisturbed happiness of the 
period of sleep, because of the non-intelligibility of this 
otherwise, there is validly cognised the non-existence of 
its opposite, viz , misery- Similarly, because of the non- 
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intelligibility otherwise of what is reflected on, i. e., nescience 
having the nature of an existent, there is understood the 
non-existence of its opposite, viz. cognition. 

XCVICc). Now, nescience having the nature of an 
existent does not conflict with cognition, because of their 
co-existence in waking; if this be said, no; for though for 
nescience in general there is no conflict with cognitions of 
the world, there is conflict with these for nescience which 
has been transformed into particular forms. Nescience 
which has been transformed in the form of a pot-cognition 
does indeed conflict with cognitions of cloth etc. Otherwise 
even at the time of the pot-cognition, the whole world of 
cloth etc., would be presented. This being the case, even 
for nescience transformed into the form of the state of sleep, 
there will be conflict with all particular cognitions without 
exception. Therefore the presumption (of the non-existence 
of cognition) does certainly stand to reason. 

XCVI(d), Then, let it be inferred that ‘in sleep cogni- 
tion was not, since it is not remembered; ‘ where is the need 
for this presumption ? If this be asked, no; because of 
inconclusivenes (of the prohans), where the grass by the 
wayside is not remembered. How, then, is it inferred in 
the afternoon ‘in the morning there was no elephant in 
the house, since it is not rgnembered’? It is not thus 
inferred. What then ? Having experienced in the morning 
the granary etc., which existed as filling up the house-space, 
and remembering them in the afternoon, because of the non- 
intelligibility of this otherwise, even the non-existence of the 
elephant in the morning is validly cognised (by presumption). 
Thus, therefore, the non-eixstence of misery and the non-exis- 
tence of cognition, in sleep, are cognised through presumption; 
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nescience having the nature of an existent, bliss^ and 
the self are, however, remembered; this is the position 
in the final view. 

XCVI(e). Now, with this, what results for egoity ? 
This results, viz., that egoity is not experienced in sleep; 
nor is it reflected on by him who has woken op, 

XCVI(f). What then is the explanation of the desi- 
gnation ‘I’ present in the reflective cognition ‘I (slept) 
happily’? This is the explanation: egoity which was merged 
in sleep is again originated on waking; and this, which is 
originated, qualifies per accidens as determinate the self 
that is refllected on, for the sake of clear empirical usage; 
for, that is the sole fruit of the egoitypsychosis. For that 
very reason the self is not referred to in experience at any 
time through other psychoses of the internal organ- That 
has been said in the Naiskarmyasiddhi'^'. ‘Because of being 
internal (as compared with all other things, which are 
not-self), exceedingly subtle (being devoid of touch etc-), 
and because of conforming to the vision that is the self (i. e. 
because of the qualities of egoity being found in the self, or 
because of being constantly related to the vision that is the 
self, through the origination of reflections of that vision), 
this (egoity) is qualified per acciflfens by the psychosis J, to 

the exclusion of all other psychoses (of the internal organ). 

• 

(This egoity) is inseparably related to the existence of the 
self, else it would attain destruction; but there is no other 
possibility (of its existence): therefore, it is denoted by the 
(word which causes the) cognition I.' 

XCVII. Therefore, this inert egoity, though appearing 
as the self in waking and in dream, yet because of its 
».II, 66,1^ 
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absence from sleep, is not the nature of the self-luminous 
self; this has to be admitted by those versed in sruti and 
smyti. And thus ^ruti, after having declared of Brahman 
called the bbuma that it is the self of all, in the words ‘That 
alone is below, that above’^ etc-, and declaring of egoity 
too that it is the self of all, in the words ‘Now, therefore, 
the teaching of egoity; I alone am below’^ etc., designates 
the self as different from egoit}', in the words ‘Now. there- 
fore, the teaching of the self; the self alone is below,’® etc. 
Now just as the mention of (both) jiva and Brahman as 
being the self of all is for the sake of establishing their 
oneness, even so the mention of egoity too may be for the 
sake of establishing its oneness with the self- Not so- In 
the case of the jIva and Brahman formerly cognised as 
different, the mention for the sake of establishing oneness 
stands to reason; for, it is impossible for both to be the self 
of all. But in the case of egoity, which even formerly 
has been cognised as one with the self, it is understood that 
the mention separately is for the sake of establishing 
difference. Nor thus is the teaching of egoity, as the self of 
all, futile; for it is for the purpose of stating about Brahman, 
that is remote, its identity with egoity that is non-remote- 
Then, on the principle of the toll gate (reached) at day- 
break"*, egoity itself would be the self; if this be said, no; 
for, again, by the exclusion t)f egoity, it is taught that 
Brahman is t’ae seif in the principal sense. Further in 
another ^ruti text, it (egoity) is expressly mentioned in the 
midst of the continuous narration of objects and organs, in 

1 chand , VII, 26. 1 

2 Chan(l , VII. 2lf, t 

3 Chand., VII, 26. 3 

By him who waaderod away from the highway at night in order to avoid 

paying toll. 
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the words ‘egoity and what is to be done by egoity’^- And 
smrti enumerates it as in the midst of the world of products 
in the words ‘the gross elements, egoity’^ etc. Then, for 
egoity, what is the material cause? What is its efficient 
cause ? What is its nature ? What is the evidence for it ? 
What is its effect ? Why is it absent from sleep ? If these 
be asked, it is said (in reply), for egoity, the beginningless, 
indeterminable nescience is the material cause ; the control of 
nescience by Paramesvara is the efficient cause; cognitive capa- 
city and conative capacity, these two constitute its nature; 
the immutable intelligence is the evidence; agency, enjoyership 
etc., are its effects; since sleep is of the nature of the merger 
of the internal organ, there is non-existence there (of egoity). 
Though vital air, which is of the nature of conative capacity, 
exists in sleep, yet if the vital air be (taken as) other than 
egoity, the merger of this (latter) is not contradicted; and if it 
be not (taken as) other, there may bo assumed the merger of 
the rest (of egoity) to the exclusion of the vital air aspect. On 
the adoption, however, of the view that perception is 
creation, there is established the merger of all even in the 
principal sense, in respect of the sleeping person. 

XCVIII. As for what the Sankhyas think, that 
pradbana, which is independent, non-intelligent, absolutely 
real, is alone the material cause of the whole universe, 
beginning with mahat and abankara, but not nescience, 
controlled by Paramesvara, that is unsound. If that were 
the case, egoity and the agency, enjoyership etc., present 
therein would appear only as ‘this’, in the form ‘This is agent, 
this is enjoyer’ ; but the appearance as superimposed on the 


1 Pratoa, IV, 8 
8 Bh. Gita, XIII. 6 
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selfi in the form *I am agent, I am epjoyer’ would not result ; 
for (the doctrine of) error as indeterminable is not accepted 
by SaAkhyas, while other views of error have been refuted. 

XCIX. And this is what the NaiyayiWas think, viz«, 
‘There is a sense-organ called the mind, which is atomic in 
size and is the efficient cause of pleasure, pain, desire, cogni- 
tion etc.; if this did not exist, there would not be established 
the occasional nature of cognition, that is seen even when 
the self, the sense-organ and the objects are together ; but 
over and above this mind, there is nothing called the internal 
organ, which is of medium size and is transformed into 
pleasure, pain etc., as a particular psychosis of which internal 
organ, egoity is described by the Vedantins, as similar to the 
iron ball, the mirror and the water vessel : “just as by the 
iron ball the form present in itself, such as short, long, 
round, is superimposed on fire, and by the mirror the face 
which is but one is divided into prototype and reflection, and 
by the water-vessel motion to and fro is superimposed on the 
reflection of the moon, even so, by egoity, agency etc., present 
in itself are superimposed on the self ; and the self, which 
is but one is divided into the form of jiva and Brahman ; on 
the jiva alone are superimposed the departure to another 
world etc. nor may it bo said that the intellect itself is the 
internal organ ; for, there is no intellect other than cognition 
which is a quality of the self • therefore there is no internal 
organ as held by the Vedantin.’ 

C. That too is unsound ; for in sruti texts like ‘By the 
quality of the buddhi’^ there is repeatedly established the 
internal organ, which undergoes transformation, which is 
of the nature of cognitive and conative capacities, which 

• 6 vet,, V, 8, 
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brings about ail transmigration for the selfj and which is 
denoted by the words manas, buddhi etc. If not, transmigra- 
tion would not be established for the self which is unattached. 
If, however, the internal organ exists, then by that there is 
superimposed illusory transmigration on the self, like the 
illusory redness (imposed) on the crystal by the hibiscus flower* 

Cl. As for him who does not put up with (the view of) 
illusory redness, he is to be asked : is it that the rays from 
the eyes, which set out towards the crystal, are reflected by 
the crystal and approach the hibiscus flower ? Or is it that 
the colour alone present in the flower is reflected in the 
crystal and appears as of the nature of the crystal ? Or is it 
that the crystal, because of being pervaded by the radiance 
of the flower as by the. radiance of gems like the padmaraga, 
appears as if red ? Or else, is it that the radiance itself, 
which pervades there, appears red ? Or is it that by that 
rsbdiance a novel redness is originated in the crystal ? On 
the first, even the flower which is in front of the eyes, should 
be cognised. If on the strength of a defect in that member 
(the eye), there is no contact with the flower, then, the red- 
ness too should not appear, because of the non-existence of 
the relation of inherence-in-what-is-in-contact. Not the 
Second ; for, in no place is there seen the reflection of colour 
alone, leaving out the substance. On the third, however, it 
would certainly have been admitted by you that the relation 
l^tween crystal and redness is illusory, because of the use of 
the words ‘as if. On the fourth, the whiteness of the crystal 
should also be cognised, there being no cause of non-cognition . 
Nor is it that by that radiance associated with an opposed 
quality the whiteness is driven away ; for, in that case, there 
is the contingence of non-visibility for the crystal which is 
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colourless* Nor is the whiteness obstructed, because of 
the ooniingence of obstruction in respect of the crystal too. 
Truly, visibility is not possible for the substance alone 
leaving out colour, because of the contingence of that 
(visibility) in respect of air too. On the fifth (alternative) 
too, if the radiance be the efficient cause, then, even on the 
removal of the radiance, the redness should remain in the 
crystal* If it be said that the radiance is the material cause, 
no; for, there is not, seen any radiance at all in the flower, 
as (there is) in the crystal ; (as for) the criticisms stated 
above (they) are arguments based on the assumption (of 
radiance). Thus, therefore, it should be acknowledged that 
the illusory redness in the crystal has the flower for efficient 
cause* 

CII* Similarly, on the self there is imposed agency etc*, 
which have egoity as efficient cause* Now, is it that on the 
self there is imposition of the very agency present in egoity ? 
Or is there originated in the self another agency of an illusory 
nature ? On the first there would be disparity from the 
example of redness. On the second, however, there is the 
contingence of two agents, egoity being the real agent and 
the self the illusory agent. Not so. The first alternative 
is not defective. The example (of redness) was mentioned 
in respect of this aspect (alonp), viz*, that in the self appears 
agency which certainly does not really exist (therein)* Nor 
thus does there result the (view of error as) cognition other- 
wise ; for, illusorinesB is admitted, in that egoity togethet 
with the attribute of agency is superimposed on the self, 
while in (the view of error as) cognition otherwise, the 
imposed silver etc*, are real. Nor is there a defect in the 
second (alternative) ; for through the resulting of oneness 



l32 VIVABAlSrAPBAMBTASANaEAHA [I, oiii*oiv 

for the self and egoity, there is no contingence of two agents. 
Now, egoity is not the cause of agency and other such evils, 
since, in ‘The knot of the heart is cut’’^ etc., the knot of the 
heart is scripturally declared to be such {i. e-, the cause of 
evil) ; if this be said, no ; for it is only egoity in conjunction 
with its substrate, the self, which is of the form of both the 
intelligent and inert in union, that is figuratively spoken 
of as the knot. 

OIIl. Then it may be thought; ‘if egoity etc., be 
superimposed, there would be no cognition (of them) ; the 
self does not cognise what is superimposed on itself, since it 
is the substrate, like the crystal ’. That is not (so) : for 
inertness is the conditioning adjunct (in the said inference). 
The self, however, is intelligent. If it be said ‘even thus, it 
is in effect but inert, since it is devoid of the cognising 
activity whose sphere is the superimposed,* no : for, when 
even by association with intelligence without interposition 
there results manifestation, the cognising activity is ineffec- 
tive. Then, egoity would not have a this-element,® because 
of its being manifest without the inter-position of the cognis- 
ing activity, like the nature of the witness ; if this be said, 
no : for in the witness, which is of the nature of intelligence, 
there is not the characteristic of the this-element, viiS’, being 
an object of intelligence. In egoity (however) that charac- 
teristic is established by experience. 

CIV. Again, Frabhakaras and others, not know:ing 
the secret of the sastra and thinking, in accordance with 
ordinary empirical usage, that the characteristic of the this- 
element is only objectness in respect of cognition and 

1 Mu3>d,, II, ii, 8, 

2 Not ‘be the this-element* ; for this is not claimed by the advaitin inasmuch 
as ahahkara equals this-not-this. 
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conation, vainly delude themselves that egoity which is 
devoid of that (characteristic) is the self. Though egoity 
too is known by a cognitive psychosis, as otherwise remem- 
brance would be impossible in respect of the egoity of the 
previous day, yet since that cognitive psychosis is an aspect 
of egoity and consequently there is no absohite difference, 
cognisedness (in respect of egoity) is not patent, as in the 
case of the body, objects etc-; it is patent, however, to 
those of subtle vision; if this be said, even thus the characteri- 
stic of being cognised by psychoses does not pervade nescience 
which is removable by psychoses ; therefore, the characteristic 
of the this-element is but objectness in respect of intelligence. 
Whence is it then that, when the characteristic is common, 
the ordinary empirical usage ‘this’ is only in respect of the 
the body, objects etc., not in respect of egoity ? Because of 
lack of knowledge of that, we say. This is just as, though 
among the anthill, stone, tree, etc., there is parity in respect 
of being products of the earth, those devoid of discrimination 
speak of the anthill alone as thus (produced), not the tree 
etc. Those, however, who know, speak, in accordance 
with the characteristics, of the intelligence-aspect as the 
not-this and the inert aspect as the this. Therefore, 
egoity pregnant with the reflection of intelligence, though 
referred to by the critical as of the nature of the this and 
not-this, is experienced by the vulgar as blended into one, 
in the form of the cognition ‘ I this is established. 

CV(a). Now if the jiva be a reflection present in egoity, 
there would be difference from the prototype, as for the facial 
reflection present in the mirror; for, there, difference is ex- 
perienced between what is present on the neck and what is 
present in the mirror, as facing each other. Not so; for the 
experience of difference is sublated by the recollection of 
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oaoness in the form ‘ This face is mine Nor may it be said 
that the recollection itself is sublatable by the other (experi- 
ence) ; for if there were difference, reflection would be 
impossible* What is called a reflection, is it a seal imposed 
by the face ? Or is it that the very parts of the mirror are 
transformed thus, because of the proximity of the prototype ? 
Not the first, since the face in the mirror is smaller than the 
other. When, however, a full size face is cognised in a big 
mirror, even there, that is not a seal, since there is no 
conjunction between the mirror and the face. Not the second, 
for, there is the contingence of the continuance of that 
(reflection), even on the removal of the efficient cause, the 
prototype ; it does not indeed continue thus ; for, when the 
mirror is looked at slantwise by that same person, or properly 
by another person, that (reflected) face is not cognised. Nor 
may it be thought that, in some cases, the effect too is 
removed on the removal of the eflicient cause, since the 
spread-out-ness of the mat, which is produced by conjunction 
with the hand, is seen to be removed on the removal of the 
conjunction with the hand. There the removal of the effect 
is not due to the removal of the efficient cause, but is due to 
the origination of an opposite effect of the nature of rolling 
upi by the residual impressions produced by having been 
rolled up for a long time ; otherwise, even when, by having 
been spread out for a long time, the residual impression of 
having been rolled up is destroyed, the spread-out-ness would 
be removed on the removal of the hand ; and it is not so 
removed. Here, however, even after the long continued 
proximity of the prototype, when at the end the prototype is 
removed, the reflection too certainly goes ; hence, the proto- 
type is not the efficient cause of the (alleged) transformation. 
If then you think that the opened-out condition of the lotus. 
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though long continued, departs on the removal of its efficient 
cause, the sun’s rays, that is not (so); for, there too, the opened 
out condition departs when there is again generated at night 
a contrary effect, the condition of closedness' (of the petals), 
by the earthy and watery parts of the lotus which were the 
causes of the first condition of closedness ; otherwise, even 
in the case of a faded lotus devoid of such parts, the opened 
out condition would depart at night- If the mirror, however, 
has been transformed into the form of the face, by what cause 
could there be the transformation again into an even surface, 
since its parts can achieve nothing (of themselves) in the 
absence of the activity of an artificer ? For the same reason, 
the parts of the mirror would not be transformed into the form 
of the face, merely because of the proximity of the prototype ; 
otherwise, when the face of an image has to bo constructed 
out of mirror material, men of the world would only bring 
the prototype into (its) proximity, but would not require 
an artificer. If it be said that though there be dependence on 
the work of an artificer in the transformation of the mirror 
material into other forms, there is not that dependence in the 
case of the transformation into a reflection or in re-transfor- 
mation into its own form, even thus, the transformation 
in the form of a facial reflection does not bear reasoning ; 
for there is not cognised by touch the condition of having 
depressions and prominences like the eyes, the nose etc.; it is 
only an even surface that is felt through touch by the hand. 
If it be said that the (reflected) face is separated (from the 
hand) by the even surface, then it would not be even visible. 
Therefore this is established — that the mirror in dispute is 
devoid of another face, since it is devoid of the causes for its 
production, like the head of a hare which, being devoid of the 
causes for the production of horns, is devoid of horns- 
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OV(b)- Now, then, because 'of the contingence of illu- 
soriness as for nacre-silver, there is not established oneness 
with the prototype: as for recollection, that is inconstant, 
since that is seen in the form ‘Mine is this silver’ even in the 
case of the illusory silver ; if this be said, the example is not 
on a par. There indeed, the cognition of silver being delusive 
because of the sublation of the existence of silver in ‘ This is 
not silver ’, the delusiveness of its recognition too (as silver) 
is appropriate ; here, however, there is not thus the sublation 
of existence in the form ‘This is not the face’; but there is the 
recognition ‘The face is certainly mine’ arising on the sub- 
lation of a certain spatial relation alone in the form ‘The face 
is not there’; how can this (recognition) bo a delusion ? Nor 
may it be asked how there can be recognition, that is per- 
ceptual, of (some) parts of the face since they are not visible ; 
for, even from the sight of certain parts like the tip of the 
nose, the visibility of the whole is intelligible, as in the case 
of pot etc* Again, as for the removal of the reflection on the 
removal of the mirror, this is not sublation of existence, 
because of the contingence of this (sublation) in respect of the 
mirror too. Now by the text ‘That thou art’^ there is sub- 
lated the reflection which is of tlie nature of the jlva, because 
of apposition on sublation, as in ‘That which was (thought to 
be) a post is a man’, and because, if the transmigrator does not 
perish (as such), release is unintelligible* Not so ; because 
apposition is possible even as having oneness for purport, as 
in ‘ This is that Devadatta ’, because release is intelligible with 
the sublation of contrary elements alone, and because if the 
entire jlva were sublated, release would not be a human goal* 

CV(c)* As for him who thinks that there is no reflection 
at all and that the rays from the eyes reflected by the mirror 
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turn back and apprehend the prototype itself as non*disoriaii- 
nated from the mirror, he is to be refuted even by the patent 
experience of (the reflection) facing oneself etc- How, then, 
for the single material substance, the face, is there existence 
in entirety simultaneously in two different places? We say 
it is because the existence in the locality of the mirror is 
effected by maya. Truly, for maya, there is nothing impossible 
at all: maya exhibits in dreams even the cutting off of one’s 
own head. 

CV(d). Now, even thus, there being oneness of the 
reflection upside down of a tree in water with the tree on the 
bank, it should be said that the tree on the bank is the subs- 
trate and that presence in the water and being upside down 
are superimposed thereon by maya ; and here the cause of 
superimposition does not exist; because of the substrate being 
fully cognised ; then, how is this a superimposition ? It is 
said (in reply). Is it that there is no superimposition here 
(1) because of the absence of obscuration of the tree, or (2) 
because of the absence of defect, or (3) because of the absence 
of the material cause, or (4) because of the existence of what 
is opposed to superimposition, viz-, true knowledge of the 
substrate? ,Not the first; for the obscuration of intelligence 
being itself the material cause of superimposition, a separate 
obscuration in respect of the inert is of no utility. By this 
the third (possibility) too is refuted. Not the second, for, in 
delusions due to adjuncts (as in reflections) the adjunct itself 
is a defect. Not the fourth, for, only in the case of delusion 
not due to adjuncts is there opposition to true knowledge of 
the substrate. Then, for agency etc-, which are delusions 
due to adjuncts, there is removal not by the true knowledge 
of the self, but by the removal of the adjunct, egoity ; if this 
be said; assuredly ; though of a real adjunct like the mirror 
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and of the delneion produced by it there is no removal by 
knowledge, yet when there is removal by true knowledge of 
the self in the case of egoity, the nescience*generated adjunct, 
which is (itself) of the nature of a delusion not due to an 
adjunct) the removal of agency etc<) by knowledge is established 
by presumption. 

CVI. Now, how is there true knowledge for you ? The 
jiva does not know its identity with the self, since it is a 
reflection, like reflection present in the mirror. If this be 
said, no, for, being non-intelligent is the conditioning adjunct 
(of the jpro&ans). 

evil. As for the materialist who thinks that intelli- 
gence belongs to the body itself, in respect of him, the non- 
intelligence of the reflection may easily be made out becaure 
of (the supposed intelligence of the prototype body) being 
obstructed by the inertness present in the mirror ; if, how* 
ever, that (reflection) were intelligent, it would be active even 
without the activity of the prototype; in the case of the jIva; 
however, though a reflection, it is established from experience 
that there is no obstruction by the inertness of the adjunct. 
Though in ordinary experience, only the substrate, Deva- 
datta, is seen to be the locus of the true knowledge that 
removes delusion, yet what is determinative there is not 
being the prototype, but being«the locus of delusion ; and the 
jiva is the locus of delusion ; for though nescience is located 
in intelligence in general, it originates delusion as leaning 
to the side of jiva. Now if Brahman does not know its own 
oneness with the self, it would be non-omniscient ; if it does 
know, then, it should perceive the delusion present in the 
jiva as present in itself; if this be said, no; for, byDevadatta, 
though knowing the oneness of his own face and its reflection 
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there is not seen in bis own face the smallness, impurity 
etc-, present in the reflection- Nor is it that there is no 
evidence for the jlva deing a reflection, since it is established 
by 4rnti, smrti and the (Vedanta) aphorism. ‘ It became the 
reflection of each form says 6ruti ; ‘ It is seen as one and 
as many, like the moon in water’ says sm^ti ; 'For the same 
reason there is the comparison to the reflection of the sun 
etc., says the aphorism. 

GVIII- Nor is it that for the non-corporeal Brahman> 
a reflection is impossible ; for, in the case of even the non- 
corporeal ether, as qualified by the clouds, stars etc-, located 
in itself, there is seen the condition of being reflected in 
watei^ If it be said that only the ether in the water is the 
support of reflections like that of the clouds, no ; for, distant 
and expansive ether is seen (as reflected) even in water which 
is only knee-deep. If it be said that the jiva, like pot-ether, is 
defined by an adjunct (and) is not a reflection, no. In that 
case, if Brahman too existed in the midst of the adjunct of the 
jlva, intelligence would be duplicated there ; and the dupli- 
cation thus of ether in the pot is not seen. And if Brahman 
be non-existent, then there would be abandonment of 
omnipresence, controllership of all etc. If it be said that 
omnipresence, controllership of all etc-, belong only to that 
form of intelligence which is recurrent in both> not to 
Brahman, no : for, by the ^ruti text ‘ He who controls the self 
from within ’, existence as the controller in the midst of the 
jiva is declared only of Brahman, that is understood from the 
context. Therefore everywhere in the 4astra the example of 
pot-ether is instrumental to establishing non^attachedness, 

1 Brb., II, V, 19 
a Br., Sfl., Ill, ii, 18 



l40 VlVABAlJAPBAMBYAsASaRAHA [I, cix-CX 

not to establishing the jiva-hood (of the defined). On the view 
of (the jiva as a) reflectioiij however, dnplicated existence is 
not a (cause of) defect ; for in the midst of water there exist 
both the natural ether which is but knee-deep and the reflected 
expansive ether. Therefore the jIva is a reflection of Brahman> 
produced by the adjunct, egoity- 

GIX- Though it was said earlier that nescience is the 
adjunct that defines the jiva, yet, in the case of the jiva who 
is defined by nescience alone in sleep, there is admitted the 
internal organ as the adjunct, for the sake of the slightly clear 
empirical usage in the stage of dream ; similarly, for the sake 
•of the clear empirical usage in waking, the gross body is the 
adjunct* Nor thus because of difference of adjuncts is there 
the contingence of difference of the jivas, since it is only in 
the case of him who has been defined by each earlier adjunct 
there is (further) definition by each subsequent one. 

OX. Now this definition of the jiva, is it present in the 
delusion ? Or is it present in intelligence ? On the first 
(alternative) it would not exist in sleep, swoon, etc., since 
delusion doeshot exist there; and therefore for nescience and 
for its products the states of swoon etc., there would be no 
leaning to the .side of the jiva. Even on the second (alter* 
native), if that (definition) be a product, there is that same 
.defect, because of the non-existence of that (definition) in 

i . t' 

sleep etc. And if it be not a product, there would not be 
diepradence on nescience. It is said (in reply): since the 
defi^nition of the jiva effected by the bodies, gross and subtle, 
in the states of waking and dreaming, is of the nature of a 
delusion, it is a product of nescience; in sleep etc., however, 
the definition of the jiva, present in intelligence, is, though 
beginningless, dependent on nescience, like the relation 
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between the self and nescience. Though the definition is noti 
like the relation} located in nescience, yet because of being 
located in intelligence qualified by nescience, the dependence 
on nescience is not contradicted. This is just as the difference 
between prototype and reflection, which, located in the face 
qualified by (the proximity of) the mirror, is dependent oh the 
mirror ; and the indeterminability of definition as the jlva 
is intelligible, because of dependence on nescience, like the 
relation (of the self) to that (nescience). 

CXI. Now since by you the unreality of reflection is 
admitted, the character of being a reflection does not belong 
to the jiva : if this be said, not so. We do not indeed declare 
illusorineas whether of the face or the intelligence, which 
constitutes the very essence of the reflection. What then ? 
We declare the illusoriness of the character of being a 
reflection, and of the difference, error (e. g., transposition of 
right and left) etc., which bring about that (character). And 
of the reflection, we declare its being of the nature of the 
real prototype, because of recognition and because of the text 
‘That thou art’.^ In spite of the illusoriness of the character 
of being reflected, since the substrate (of that character) is 
bound and is released, there is not the impossibility of 
bondage and release, nor the contingence of those two in the 
prototype. Brahman. Now, Jihus, even though there exist 
the superimposition of difference between prototype and 
reflection, as conditioned by adjuncts like egoity, how can 
there be established the superimposition of egoity etc., which 
are devoid of adjuncts? We say that it is as in the rope-saake. 
If then (it be said that) though there an independent thing, 
as an adjunct, is non-existent, the mere residual impression 
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of snake is the adjunct, then, in the present context too 
why should not the residual impression of egoity be the 
adjunct? There is indeed no restrictive rule that the 
residual impression generated by a pramana is an adjunct, 
but not one generated by delusion. Thus, therefore, the 
self though of the one consistency of intelligence and of the 
nature of the not-this, is (yet), as reflected in the egoity 
superimposed on itself, capable of the empirical usage ‘1’, 
and, being presented as in union with the superimposed 
egoity, in this cognition T', is figuratively spoken of as the 
object of the cognition ‘I’; hence superimposition thereon is 
certainly possible. 

CXII. Now, on intelligence which appears as non- 
determinate, the suporipipoaition of the determinate egoity 
etc., is not possible; for, that kind (of superimposition) is 
not in the scope of what has been seen. Nor is there the 
'possibility of that on that which appears as qualified by the 
distinction of cognisership etc., for, cognisership etc-, are 
preceded by egoity. Nor is there determinateness for intelli- 
gence through the residual impressions of cognisership etc., 
as produced by earlier (superimposition of) egoity, since 
the empirical usage of cogniser, means of cognition etc., 
can hardly be justified by any disputant. It is thus. In the 
systems of the Yedantins ai>d the Sankhyas, which is the 
cogniser, egoity or the self ? Not the first, because of its 
inertness. Even on the second, cognisership consists in being 
transformed in the form of the act called pramana; and that 
is ^fiicult to achieve in the unchanging self. If even without 
cognisership objects be manifested by intelligence, (then) 
because of the omnipresence of this, everything would be mani- 
fest simultaneously hence there would not result the 
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restriction (of cognition) to particular objects* Even in thesys* 
terns of Logicians etc., the cognition that is originated in the 
omnipresent self, is it inherent in the entire self, or inherent 
in that part of the self which is defined by the body ? Not 
the first, since, there being no controller, there is the 
contingence of the simultaneous manifestation of alb If it 
be said that merit and demerit are tbe controllers, no; for 
though they bo such in respect of objects which generate 
happiness and misery, they are not controllers in respect of 
everything which is to be treated with indifference, such as a 
blade of grass. If it be said that there is tbe restrictive rule 
that when there is a generator of a cognition, the former is 
manifested by the latter, no; for, even in the case of the 
sense of sight etc., there is the contingence of being cognised 
by the cognition generated by the sense of sight. If it be 
said that what is cognised is that which, while being an 
object, is the generator (of the cognition), no; for, ‘being 
an object’ has not been demonstrated up to now. Even if 
it be demonstrated by its being well known in the world, 
there is not established for cognition, whether it be a quality 
or an act, the restrictive rule that it apprehends only the 
object which generates it; for there is seen in the case of the 
luminosity which is a quality of the lamp, manifestation 
even of what does not generate it, e. g., a pot; and in the 
case of the activities of arroVs etc., there is seen the 
causation of some new result in an objeat that is in 
conjunction with their (the arrows’) own loci though that 
(object) be not tbe one aimed at* If then (it be said) *aince 
the self too, which is the locus of cognition, is partless, there 
is non-conjunction with all and hence there is not the 
contingence of the simultaneous manifestation of all,’ then, 
nothing at all would be manifest; for, in tbe case of cognition, 
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whether of the nature of an act or a quality, passing beyond 
its own locus and entering into conjunction elsewhere is 
impossible; and if it apprehend what is not in contact, there 
would be undue extension. Elven on the view that cognition 
is inherent in that part of the self which is defined by the 
body, if the part is natural (to the self)* there is the contin- 
gence of the self having parts. Even if it be due to adjuncts, 
if cognition be that which apprehends what is conjoined to 
that part, then, pot etc., which are outside the body, would 
not be manifest. If it apprehend what is conjoined to the 
part of the self outside (the body), then, everything outside 
would bo manifest. Now, even in respect of an unrelated 
thing, the cognitive act produces a new result, only under 
restrictions; this is just as by a rite in the nature of an evil 
spell, the person aimed at is alone killed though he be 
separated by a distance of a thousand yojanas (the persons in 
the intervening space being unaffected). That is not (sound); 
for even there, a controller, conjoined to the two persons, the 
killer and the killed, and of the nature of the deity (of the 
rite), is inferred, whether it be I4vara or an evil spirit 
(kritya) etc.; the evil spell in dispute produces a distinctive result 
in what is related to itself, since it is an act, like the act (of 
flight) of the arrow etc. Then let it be thus: with the self 
which is the support of cognition, the mind is conjoined, 
with the mind the sense-orgafi (is conjoined), and with this 
the object; and this succession of conjunction is the con- 
troller, That too is unsound; for that succession is exhausted, 
prior to the cognition, even in the origination of the 
cognition. If, even subsequent to the cognition, the object 
be manifest by the succession of conjunctions, the whole 
world, which exists in the form of what is conjoined with 
the object and what is conjoined therewith and so on, would 
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be manifesb. Similarly^ defects are to be inferred even on 
the views of the self as atomic in size or of the size of the 
body. Therefore for all disputants there is no possibility of 
the empirical usage of pramana etc. 

CXIII(a). To this it is said (in reply) : true, it is thus 
elsewhere; in the system of the Vedantins, however, it is 
somehow possible- It is thus : nescience, which stands 
obscuring the omnipresent intelligent self, and is of the 
nature of an existent, is transformed in the form of the world 
of diverse kinds. Of these, that transformation of nescience, 
which resides in the body and is called the internal organ, 
being prompted by merit (dharma) and demerit (adbarma), 
goes out through the channel of the eyes etc., pervades suit- 
able objects like the pot, and becomes of their respective 
forms. This is just as in the world, the .water present in a 
full tank goes out through the opening in the bund, enters 
the fields in the form of the flow in channels, and remains 
rectangular, triangular or circular, in conformity with the 
respective fields- The internal organ does not indeed like 
water flow gradually, in which case the quick reaching to 
the moon, stars, the pole star etc-, which are at a great 
distance, would not result. What then ? Because of being 
of the nature of light, like the rays of the sun, it is trans- 
formed in the form of a long ray. For the same reason the 
immediate contraction too, as of a ray, is intelligible. .And 
transformation of the internal organ is intelligible, since it 
has parts, like milk etc. And this transformed internal organ 
pervades fully the inside of the body as well as pot etc., and 
abides continuously without break even in the space between 
the body and the pot- Here the part of the internal organ 
which is defined by the body and is called egoity, is said to 
be the agent ; that part which is continuous between the 
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body aod the object and is called cognitive psychosis, is said 
to b6theact{ that which pervades the object and bringi^ 
Aboat for the olqect object-ness in respect of coghition, is 
said to be dtness for manifestation. And because of the 
axcMsive clarity of this internal organ with three parts, 
iiltelligeaiee is manifested therein- In spite of the oneness 
ol that manifested intelligence, there is verbal designation in 
three forms, because of the difference of parts of the mani- 
fieieter> the internal organ- The aspect of intelligence defined 
by the ageiit*element is the cogniser ; the aspect of intelli* 
gence defined by the act-element is the means of cognition ; 
the aepetet of intelligence defined by the fitness-element present 
ih the object is the cognition (pramiti) ; thus there is non- 
QOtifttsion of cogniser, means of cognition and the cognition- 
SincU it is only that form of the internal organ, which is 
recurrent in all the three parts, that is of the form of the 
religion between the cogniser and the object cognised, even 
^ empirical usage of the (one as) qualified (by the other) in 
the form ‘This is known by me’ is intelligible- Because of 
the super! mposition of oneness as between the manifested and 
Uie manifester, intelligence and the internal organ, the 
empirical usage of the attributes of each in respect of the 
other is not contradicted. 

feXllifb)- Now, if what, is called the manifestation of 
intelligence by the internal organ be the destruction of 
oWnration, there would be release even by the pot-cognition; 
if it be a distinctive result present in the self, there would 
be mutability for the self ; if this be said, no ; for manifesta- 
tldh is t^e overpowering (not the destruction) of obscuration. 

'CXni(c). As for what was said, that because of the 
tlDtalirtness of egoity and the unchanging nature of the self, no 
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cogniser is established, that is nnsound : for it has been 
shown that the internal organ^ sobjeot to transformation, ii, 
as qualified by the manifestation of intelligence, the cogniser* 
CXni(d). And as for (the statement) that since inteUi* 
gence is omnipresent there is no restriction (of cognition) to 
particular objects, there is not this defect- Is it deduced that 
the happiness, misery etc-, experienced by one person shonid 
be experienced by all, because of the oneness of the intelU* 
gence in all persons ? Or that when a pot is experienced by 
Devadatta, then the whole world should be experienced by 
him, since his intelligence is omnipresent? Not the firat> 
We do not indeed declare of bare intelligence that it is the 
eause of the experience of objects, since that (intelligence) it 
obscured by nescience. What then ? That (character we 
declare) of what is manifested by the internal organ. And 
those internal organs are distinct for each individual* How 
then is there confusion of the enjoyments of all persona? 
Not the second. The internal organ of Devadatta* which is 
finite through restriction (to a particular object), does not 
indeed relate simultaneously to the entire world, in which 
case, he would experience all on the strength of the intelli-’ 
gence manifested by that (finite internal organ). If it be 
said that even of the finite, as of the sun’s rays, there may 
be an all-pervasive transformation, no ; for, the causal aggre* 
gates of the transformation of * the internal organ, which are 
of the form of merit, demerit, the eye, the ear etc., being 
restricted to particular objects, there is established the 
restriction of the tranformation too. He, however, who 
having practised yoga obtains the causal aggregates for an 
all'pervasive tranformation (psychosis), would certainly c<^oiie 
everything simultaneously ; and thence there is no loss <to ns) 
whatsoever* 
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CXIV(a). Now is it that, because for intelligence as 
non-attached there is no association directly with objects, the 
internal organ is assumed as the adjunct, for the sake of 
estaUiahing that (association) ? Or (is it assumed), in spite 
of the existence of that association, for the establishment of 
the manifestation of the object? Not the first; for in the 
case of what remains only as non-attached, there is the 
oontingence of its non*association even when there is the 
adjunot-^the internal organ. Not the second ; for, when 
manifestation results even from the relation to intelligence 
there is futility of the adjunct. When therefore the adjunct 
is abandoned, by what can be prevented the simultaneity of 
th^ manifestation of ail things conjoined to the omnipresent 
intelligence ? 

CXIV(b). If then you think (thus) ‘ Do you deduce 
simnltaneous manifestation in the case of the jiva-intelligence, 
which is a reflection, or in the case of the Brahman-intelli- 
gence which is the prototype? Not the first, since it is finite. 
Not the .second> since it is acceptable* Though there is no 
difference between the jiva and Brahman, parviscience and 
omniscience are not confused, like the fairness and the 
darkness of the prototype and reflected faces that is not 
sound.. If that were so, experience of the object being 
(always) of. the nature of Brahman-intelligence, and there 
being uo association (with the object) for the jiva defined by 
egoity, like omniscience, parviscience too would not exist for 
the jiva* If it be said that the jiva’s cognisership of objects 
is consistent because of the relation of the internal organ, 
that defines the jiva, with the objects, through the channel of 
the sense of sight etc., no. For, if there be cognisership of 
things associated with the internal organ, the jiva would 
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cognise Brahman’s nature too constantly ; for the omnir 
present Bfahman is associated with the internal organ too. . . 

CXIV(c). (If) then it be thought (thus) ‘The jlva, 
because of having nescience as adjunct, is omnipresent ; and 
he is not capable of manifesting the entire world, since, as 
obscured by nescience, he is not himself manifest. In the 
case of nescience though known as finite in the form “I am 
ignorant”, the capacity even to conceal omnipresent intelli- 
gence is certainly intelligible ; for by the mere finger held 
near the eye there is seen .the concealment even of the big 
sun etc. And this being the case, where by association with 
the internal organ the obscuration is overpowered, by the 
intelligence manifested there alone is something alone 
manifested, not everything, ’ that too does not stand to 
reason ; for, by the internal organ, which is a product, the 
overpowering of its own material cause, ignorance, is 

i. 

impossible. Therefore in no mode is there the establishment 
of the restriction. 

GXV(a). To this it is said (in reply) ; though the jlva- 
intelligence being non-attached does not associate with 
anything else, it does associate with the internal organ, 
since it is of such a nature. This is just as the generality, 
cowness etc., though omnipresent, associates with the 
particular that has a dewlap* etc , not with anything elsei 
(If) then (it be) said that the omnipresent generality asso- 
ciates) with (its) particulars alone, then, let there be the 
example of the radiance of the lamp. That (radiance) indeed 
though pervasive of the spaces of colour, taste, odour, musical 
instruments etc., manifests colour alone, not anything elsei 
And thus the internal organ as adjunct comes to be for the 
establishment of the association of intelligence with objects. 
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And when there is no association the light of intelligence is 
not capable of manifesting objects, since like ^e light of 
a lamp it manifests (only) what is in conjunction. Brahman, 
indeed, because of being the material cause of all, manifests 
the world that is non*di£ferent from itself like its own 
nature, even without the association due to an adjunct. 
But not so is the jiva, because of not being the material 
cause. Nor may it be objected that for the jiva which is not 
of itself a manifester, there is not, as for pot etc., the 
capacity to manifest, even through relation to another; for 
though in mere fire there is not the capacity to burn grass 
etc., the capacity to burn that is seen in that (hre) os 
associated with an iron ball. Thus, therefore, though the 
character of jiva belongs to the unattached witness-intelli* 
gence unobscured by nescience, there could certainly be 
restriction, in dependence on the internal organ. When 
however, the rejection in the internal organ is (considered) 
the jiva, then too, because of (its) being finite, the restriction 
would be more easily established. Though the experience of 
the object is of the nature of Brahman>intelligence, yet 
because of being manifested in a tranformation pervasive of 
the object, in the internal organ, the jiva’s adjunct, its being 
of the nature of the jlva*intelligence too is not contradicted. 
Though Brahman is associated with the internal organ, since 
there is no psychosis of the internal organ which has taken 
on the form of Brahman, there is not the contingence of the 
jiva 's constant cognition of Brahman. For not the bare 
existence of the internal organ is the manifester of a thing, 
but the transformation in the form of that (thing); otherwise 
tiisre is the contingence of the manifestation even of merit 
(dfaarma) etc., which are present within the internal organ. 
The jiva too is manifested in that internal organ which has 
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been transformed into the psychosis *1’ with the form of tM 
jivat not in the i^re internal organ; for when the psychosiB 
*1’ is non-existent in sleep, the jlva is not cognised. Therefore* 
in this way, though the character of jiva belong to the reflec- 
tion in the internal organ, there is no hindrance whatever 
to the restriction (of cognition) to particular objeot8> 

CXV(b).. And when the jiva (is considered to be he who) 
has nescience for adjunct and is omnipresent, tbeh too, the 
restriction would be established by the internal organ which 
conceals the obscuration- It is indeed possible even for the 
product to conceal its material causes since it is seen of products 
like the scorpion and the tree that they conceal the nature of 
their (material) cause-cowdung, earth etc. Indeed in the body 
of the scorpion the cowdung is not recognised or the nature of 
earth in trees etc. Thus, therefore, in the system of the 
Vedantin, the empirical usage of coghiser etc., being 
established in all possible modes, the superimposition of 
determinate egoity etc., is certainly possible on intelligence 
that has been made determinate by the residual impressions 
of cognisership etc., produced by earlier (superimpositions of) 
egoity. 


GXVI. Nor may it be said that if all objects cognised 
be illusory modifications of intelligence, then, because <of 
their being unreal independently of intelligence, there is the 
entry into the system of the YijSanavadin: for if because of 
some similarity there be entry into another system, the cod'* 
fusion of all systems could hardly be refuted. As for complete 
similarity, that does not exist even in the present context. 
For, the Vijiianavardin says that there are many momentary 
cognitions and that objects are non -different therefrom; but he 
who sees the truth says that knowledge is eternal and non-dual* 
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that objects superimposed thereon are independently practically 
efficient, and that for these there is unsublated permanence. 
Consciousness is indeed non-dual because of being recognised 
(as one) everywhere. The presentation of difference as in 
‘ pot‘COgnition> cloth-cognition ' is due to the object as an 
adjunct, not natural- Even because of being non-dual 
there is eternality too for consciousnes. Nor are consciousness 
and the object non-different; for, they are of wholly different 
natures, as internal and non-internal and as recurrent and 
varying. And the independent practical efficiency of objects 
is established in experience- And permanence is to be 
understood from recognition. Therefore, though egoity etc-, 
are superimposed on intelligence, it is established that there 
is no confusion of systems. 

CXVIL Now, the VijSanavadin thinks thus : ‘Because 
of the invariability in blue and its cognition being perceived 
together, there is non-difference (between those two) ; if blue 
were other than the cognition (of it), that (colour) would not 
be manifest in the cognition. If it be said that it is (somehow) 
manifest, why is it that everything is not manifest in a 
single cognition ? We do not see any restrictive relation as 
between blue and its cognition- ’ If it be said that the 
generation of cognition is itself the restrictive relation, no ; 
for there is the contingence of the sense-organ too, which is 
its generator, being (its) content. Therefore there is but non- 
difference between blue and its cognition. If it be said that 
in ‘I know this’ the cogniser, the object cognised and the 
cognition are experienced as of distinct natures and as reci- 
parocally related, no ; for, relation is unintelligible among the 
momentary. It is indeed if the cogniser and the cognised be 
permanent that relation would be possible through the 
(^annel of the cognitive activity arising immediately after the 
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desire to know. How can this be between the momentary ? 
Therefore it should be assumed thus ; first there are originated 
in sequence three cognitions T’, ‘this 'and ‘know’ asso- 
ciated with the respective forms- Thence from the third 
cognition coloured by the vasanSs called the first and second 
cognitions, there is originated another cognition which is 
of a nature similar to that and is associated with the three 
forms. This being the case, the momentary cognition itself 
should be admitted to be of the form of the object ; otherwise 
the relation between the cogniser and object of cognition 
not having been demonstrated (i. e-; being indemonstrable), 
the object of cognition would not be cognised. Nor about the 
momentariness of cognition should there be dispute. Just as the 
cognition of blue makes known also the exclusion of yellow 
etc., by blue^ similarly the cognition which appears as present 
would make known also the exclusion of its own relation 
to the two times, past and future. Therefore, the moraentari* 
ness of cognition is established by perception- 

CXVIII- To this it is said (in reply) : cognition is not 
momentary, since there is not manifested difference of nature 
at each instant. If it be said that the non-manifestation of 
difference is because of great similarity, no ; for, it does not 
stand analysis. Is difference an attribute of cognition, to be 
known by another cognition ? *Or is it of the very nature of 
the cognition, to bo known by that same cognition ? On the 
first too, if the cognitions which are the substrate and the 
counter-correlate be not the contents of another cognition, 
the apprehension of their difference would not be established. 
Or if they be contents, then all the three, which are called 
subst'.ate, counter-correlate and difference, would be posited 
in the cognition of difference and non-different therefrom 
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(sinoe for this school of Buddhism the content is non 'different 
from the cognition) On the second (alternative), when it is 
Bind that difference which is of the nature of cognition is not 
manifested because of similarity, it would have been said that 
the cognition itself is not manifested ; thence the contingence 
of the blindness (unconsciousness) of the world- Even if it be 
said that, in order to maintain similarity among cognitions^ 
difference (among them) is acknowledged, no ; for, (this) 
similarity is devoid of evidence and is in conflict with the 
presentation of oneness- Nor may it be said that since the 
presentation of oneness is a delusion there is no conflict with 
similarity, but that, on the contrary, the delusion of oneness 
among differents, being itself unintelligible in the absence of 
similarity, is the postulator of that (similarity) ; for there is 
reciprocal dependence, in that if the difference and similarity 
of cognitions be established, there would be establishment 
of the delusiveness of the presentation of oneness, and that 
if the latter be established there would be the establishment 
of the other. (If) then it be thought (thus) ‘if it be established 
of similarity that it is devoid of evidence and in conflict with 
evidence, there would be establishment of the authoritative- 
ness of the cognition of oneness, and if the latter be 
established, there would bo the establishment of the other ; 
thus, (the defect of) reciprocal dependence is common to you 
too ’, that is not (so) ; for in 'the case of the recognition that 
makes known oneness, intrinsic validity is acknowledged 
by me. 

CXIX. Now what is this which is called recognition ? 
Becognition is not that perceptual cognition whose content 
is the relation of one to two items, past and present; for, 
perceptual cognition apprehends present things alone. If it 
be said that that character (of recognition) belongs to that 



I, Cxix-CXx] PIB8T VABJjlAKA 155 

which originates from the means of cognition of a present 
thing in conjunction with the residual impression of prior 
experience} even thus, the recognition ‘I am he’ would not 
result in respect of the self; for in respect of that (self) which 
is eternal and self-luminous, residual impression and originated 
cognition are impossible. Nor is the knowledge of existence it* 
self recognition; for in the case of that which, like the radiance 
of a lamp, illuminates the present, the nature of relating to the 
earlier and the later is impossible. On our view, however, 
this which is associated with two forms ‘ He ’ and ‘ I ’ is 
a two-fold cognition, not recognition. Therefore, how can 
there be the establishment of oneness by this indemonstrable 
recognition ? It is said (in reply): though originated cognition 
and its residual impression are impossible in respect of the 
pure intelligent self, yet since they are possible in respect 
of what is qualified by the internal organ, why should there 
not be the said recognition ? Nor may it be objected that if 
the qualified be the content of recognition, then, since 
recognisership too belongs to that alone, there is the conflict 
of (the same) being object and agent; for it is admitted by all 
disputants that as the content of inferences like that about 
being different from the body, there is in the self both 
objectness and agency. 

CXX. (If) then it be thought ’ in inference etc., the 
content is not the object-causal correlate, since in the infer- 
ence of past things etc., the non-existent content cannot be 
what originates the cognition; content-ness, however, is 
somehow possible even in the case of the non-existent, since 
the cognition is of the form of that ; therefore, in inference 
etc., there is agency alone for the self ; in perception, however, 
the content; as the generator of the cognition, is the object 
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eausal-corrolate ; therefore the confllict remains as before 
not ao; recogniser8hip belongs to the self only as qualified 
by the internal organ ; and as qualified by the times, earlier 
and later, there belongs to it being-the-object-of-recognition ; 
thus through difference in the adjuncts, there is no conflict* 
"Why so much trouble? Let it be that there is no 
recognition at all ? If this be 8aid> no ; for, the recognition 
' I am he ’ is established in one’s own experience ; and 
it cannot be delusive since it is not subject to dispute. As 
for what was said that what is associated with the two forms 
‘ He ’ and ‘I’ is a two-fold cognition, that is unsound; for, 
i-f that were so, even in ‘cognition is momentary’ there is 
the contingence of a two-fold cognition and the (consequent) 
contingence of the non-establishment of the momentariness 
of cognition. If it be said that for those who maintain 
cognitions alone, attributes like momentariness are certainly 
unreal, then, let there be admitted only such unreal attri- 
butes as permanence, since they conform to experiences like 
*I am he’. 

eXXT. And as for what the Prabhilkaras think — ‘ This 
self is not established as the content of the recognition “I 
am he”; what then? (It is established) as the locus of 
recognitions like “This is that pot” ’ — that does not stand 
to reason for in the case of what is qualified by time, earlier 
and later, being the locus of a recognition which exists but 
for an instant is impossible ; hence there is the contingence 
of the non-establishment of permanence on the basis of 
recognition. 

CfXXII. (If) then it be thought (thus) — ‘The cognition 
of pot etc., which belongs to a prior time, and is now re- 
membered as “in me a cognition arose” establishes its own 
locus, the self of that time; and memory establishes its own 
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locus, the self of the present time ; and thence is established 
the permanent self; and the unevidenced recognition “I 
am he ” with the self as content need not be assumed’, this 
is not sound. For though memory and prior experience, 
like two cognitions, establish the self as belonging to their 
respective times, yet the relation of one self to two times 
would not be established by anything. If it be said that 
the two cognitions are themselves what establish the relation 
too, then, in the very same way, permanence being established 
even in respect of pot etc., by two cognitions, recognition 
would not be needed for its establishment. If it be said 
that the recognition there is for strengthening that (cogni- 
tion of permanence), even thus, in the present context, do 
the two cognitions establish the relation directly or through 
originating recognition? Even on the first, each by itself 
is not the means of establishing that; for each, by itself, is 
not located in the self qualified by both times. Nor together 
are they the means of establishing it; for, simultaneity 
is impossible as between a past experience and a present 
memory. On the second (alternative), there would be 
acknowledged by you yourself the recognition ‘ I am he' with 
the permanent self as content. Nor may it be said ‘ No- 
where is the self the content of cognition, how then can it 
be the content of recognition?’-, for it is the content of 
memory-cognition in ‘In nfe cognition was originated’. 
Though by this memory-cognition the self belonging to the 
time of the origination of that (cognition) itself, is manifested 
only as the locus of (the cognition) itself, not as the content, 
yet the self, that is the locus of the remembered cognition 
and belongs to the time of that cognition, is certainly made 
the content. (If) then it be said ‘By the memory the cognition 
alone is made the content; and that cognition, being 
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remembered, causes the cognition of its locus, the self, as 
locus alone that is unsound ; for the cognition that is non* 
existent at the time of memory cannot (then) be the means 
of establishing its own locus. It is indeed self-luminous 
cognition that establishes the locus, but not that which, as 
the content of memory, is manifested by another; otherwise 
there is the contingence even of merit (dharma) etc., which 
are other-established, being the means for establishing their 
own locus, the self. Therefore, it should be admitted that 
the self of the past time is certainly the content of memory. 
And thus, even the recognition ‘I am he’ may make the self 
the content : hence even by the Prabhakaras, momentariness 
of the self has to be refuted only by the recognitive cogni- 
tion whose content is the self. 

CXXIII. (If) then, momentariness in respect of pot 
etc., be established thus ‘What are in dispute, viz., the 
penultimate and other (earlier) instants of the existence 
of the pot are pervaded by the destruction of the pot that 
comes into being after each (of these instants), since they 
are instants of the existence of the pot, like the final 
instant,’ that is not (sound); for there is parity of fallacious- 
ness with (the reasoning) ‘What is in dispute, viz., the 
instant of the destruction of the pot, possesses the existence 
of the pot, since it is time, like what is admitted (e* g., the 
present time when the pot exists;. ’ If it be said that there 
is conflict here with the experience of the non-existence of 
the pot, then, even in the inference of momentariness, 
there certainly exists conflict with the recognition ‘This is 
that pot’. 

CXXIV(a). Now, all existents are momentary, since 
they are practically efficient, like the negative example, the 
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horn of a hare. On the contrary view the sublater is the 
unintelligibility of practical efficiency in the case of the 
permanent. Nor may it be said that it is only for the 
permanent thing> which because of conjunction with an 
efficient cause has become otherwise^ that there is capacity 
to produce an effect as preceded by efficient activity, and 
not for the momentary. Does this permanent thing produce 
one effect alone, or many simultaneously, or many in 
sequence ? Of these, on the first and second (alternative), 
permanence is irrelevant, since the production of an effect 
once for all results even through the momentary. Not the 
third, since delay (in effectiveness) is impossible for that 
which, has capacity. Therefore, reality consisting in practical 
efficiency belongs to existents in one instant alone. 


CXXIV(b). This does not stand to reason; for in your 
system practical efficiency can hardly be demonstrated. 
What is it that is called practial efficiency? Is it the generation 
by cognitions of (other) cognitions having the (former) 
themselves as their sphere ? Or is it the origination of 
another instant (by them) ? On the first too, is the generation 
in the succession that is one-self, or in the succession that 
is another person, or in the succession that is omniscience ? 
Not the first, since cognition being self-luminous, that 
(generation) is impossible* Let it then be the second ; for, 
Devadatta’s cognition though self-luminous may yet be the 
generator of Yajnadatta’s cognition, being the content of the 
tatter. That is unsound. It is not possible to say that it is 
the generator as the content of a perceptual cognition; for, 
one person’s cognition has nowhere been seen to be 
perceived by another person. Nor is it the generator as the 
content of inferential cognition, since it is acknowleged by 
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you that perceptual cognition alone is generated by the 
content. Now, then, let it bo the third (possibility): for, the 
perceptual cognition of the omniscient, having for its 
content the cognitions present in all persons, is generated 
by them. Not so; if that were so, through the infected 
doubtful cognitions of the transmigrators, the Lord’s 
cognition too would be infected (with doubt), since in 
your system there is non-difference between cognition 
and the cognised. If then it be said that the Lord’s cognition 
though infected (with doubt), does not suffer from the 
defect of infection, since the infection is sublated by true 
knowledge, not so. The same cognition does not sublate 
the infection (of doubt) in respect of itself, since for infection 
there is no possibility of both establishment and sublation 
in one and the same instant. Nor is another cognition 
capable of restating the infection and sublating it, since the 
infection in respect of the prior cognition is not the content 
of the other cognition; and if it be the content, then, how 
could the other cognition being infected (with doubt) even 
like the prior cognition, be a sublater ? Nor is the cognition- 
aspect alone, to the exclusion of the infection-aspect, the 
generator of the Lord’s cognition, as its content; if that 
were so, how could the Lord, ignorant of the infection (of 
doubts), teach ? 

CXXIV(c). Nor is the second alternative (possible), that 
practical efficiency is the origination of another instant, for, 
according to your teaching there is the contingence of 
unreality for the final instant. It is thus: cognitions are 
infected with defects like attachment and (associated) with 
objects, through the assumption of permanence and through 
the assumption of substance, attribute etc.; each succeeding 
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one arises from residual impressions consisting of earlier 
cognitions of the same class- Here, by the meditation ‘All 
this is momentary’ the assumption of permanence is removed; 
by the meditation ‘ (Everything is) its own existence (alone)’ 
the assumption of substance, attribute etc.> perishes ; by 
the meditation ‘ (Everything is) misery ’, the infections, viz-, 
defects like attachment, activity, happiness, and misery, are 
destroyed; by the meditation ‘(Everything is) void’ there is 
the departure of the association with an object (other than 
the cognition). And thence, when by the four different forms 
of meditation which are opposed to residual impressions, the 
four kinds of infection are in sequence made dull, then, from 
the penultimate cognition which is the final stage of excellence 
of meditation, there arises cognition free from all infections ; 
and that, since it is the end of the succession of transmi* 
gration, is called the final instant; and there being for this 
the contingence of unreality, because of the non-existence 
of any effect, in the very same way, unreality would 
result for the earlier cognitions too, in sequence* If it 
be said that the final instant is the generator of the 
Lord’s cognition, because of being the content of that, then, 
the final instant and the cognition of the omniscient, being 
of the same nature through being pure, would belong to 
the same succession ; for the (definitive) characteristic of 
belonging to a single succession is the relation of effect and 
cause as between what are of the same nature. Therefore, 
because of non-interruption of the succession, there would 
be non-release. If it be said that the entry into the succes- 
sion of the omniscient is itself release, even thus, since the 
final instant being the content of the Lord’s cognition 
is difficult to demonstrate, (its) generatorship is thrown off 
to a greater distance. For, it is when there is difference 
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between cognitions that there is the relation of object and 
subject ; and no difference exists here. Cognition does not 
differ from another cognition, through the form of cognition; 
for, if that be so, in order that difference of nature may be 
established, there is contingence of the nature of non-cog- 
nition for the counter-correlate (cognition). Nor (does it 
differ) through the form of non-cognition because of the 
contingence of the nature of non-cognition for the substrate 
(cognition). Therefore, it is difficult to achieve reality for 
the final instant, through efficient activity consisting in 
originating the cognition of the omniscient. If its efficient 
activity be assumed, even then, does that achieve the 
reality of the cause or its cognition? Not the first, because 
of the reality of the cause even prior to the effect, (its) 
causality being impossible otherwise. On the second (alter- 
native) too, that effect, being manifested by its own effect, 
brings about the cognition of its own cause; that (other 
effect) too is like that; thus there would bo infinite regress. 
If it be said that there is no infinite regress, since cognition 
of itself manifests itself, then, the position that practical 
efficient activity is the cause of cognition (of the cause) 
would be abandoned. For him who says that it is itself its 
own efficient act (the defect of) self-dependence is difficult 
to avoid. Thus, therefore, what is called reality is not 
practical efficiency, but a certaih natural attribute. And thus 
there is not contradicted the reality even of the permanent, 
which having achieved an efficient act in one instant; 
subsequently remains quiescent. 

CXXIV(d). As for what was said that for the perma- 
nent there is not the capacity to originate many effects in 
sequence, since delay is impossible for what has capacity, 
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that is unsound* Even in the case of what is capable, 
sequence of effects is intelligible, through dependence on the 
particular sequence of the proximity of auxiliaries, since it 
is only thus experienced in the world. 

CXXIV(e). (If) then it be thought thus ‘Since for the 
capable, even dependence on auxiliaries does not stand to 
reason, all things, being (themselves) certainly incapable, 
generate a causal aggregate through reciprocal dependence; 
and that, being capable, originates the effect, ’ this too does 
not stand to reason. Even in respect of the causal aggregate, 
if the things are capable, their reciprocal dependence does 
not stand to reason: and if they are not capable, because 
of not generating that (aggregate), the reciprocal dependence 
is fruitless; thus throughout there would certainly be 
non-dependence. If it be said * Then, let there not be 
dependence on auxiliaries for any (thing) ’, no, because of 
conflict with experience. Nor is the experience delusive, 
because of the non-existence of sublation. Though it has 
been said that the dependence either of the capable or of 
the incapable does not stand to reason, yet there may be 
dependence on auxiliaries for the thing in general which is 
free from (the qualification of) being capable or incapable; 
for the principle of this has to be acknowledged even by 
you. It is thus: if the effect *be existent, there is abandon- 
ment of the final position (that the cause produces it); and 
if it be non-existent, the relation of a particular effect with 
a particular cause being indemonstrable, everything could 
originate from everything else: when thus objected to by the 
other (adversary), it has to be demonstrated by you leaving 
aside the particularities of existence and non-existence, 
relatedness and non-rclatedness, that the invariable antecedent 
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is the cause and the invariable consequent the effect. 
If it be said that here co-presence and co-absence exist as 
proofs, they certainly exist in respect of auxiliaries too. 
Therefore there certainly exists dependence on auxiliaries. 
As for the particular (mode of) help rendered by them, let us 
consider it- 

CXXIV(f). As for what the follower of a particular 
section (of ksanikavada) thinks here, viz., ‘ The auxiliaries, 
earth, water etc., established by co-presence and co-absence 
produce a speciality viz., swelling, in the cause which is called 
the seed ; thence that seed becomes capable in respect of the 
effect called shoot ; otherwise, the earth etc., being useless, 
would not be required by the seed.’, that is unsound. Is 
the seed capable or not in the origination of the speciality 
present in itself ? If not, then, even in the proximity of a 
thousand auxiliaries, it would not generate that (speciality) ; 
thence it would not be capable even in respect of the origi- 
nation of the shoot- If then it be capable, even then, if it 
be capable in respect of the swelling, after having attained 
some other speciality effected by the auxiliaries, then, there 
would be infinite regress. If then it be capable in respect 
of that, even without attaining that (other speciality), then, 
in respect of the shoot too it would be capable even without 
a speciality (».£•, swelling). (If) then it be thought ‘The 
origination of the shoot is preceded by the generation of 
swelling; the origination of swelling, however, is accomplished, 
by the mere proximity of the auxiliaries, since it is seen to 
be only thus ’, that is not (so). If that were so, since by 
the cause which is capable an auxiliary is required though 
rendering no help to itself, the contradiction of your view 
would have been brought about by yourself, Therefore^ 
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the pOBition of the follower of this particular section (of 
ksaBikavada) cannot bear reasoning. 


CXXIVCg)* Now (says the kijanikavSdin proper), for 
that same reason our view is to be supported. We do not, 
like that (view above), declare the utility of the auxiliary (to 
be) in respect of the existence of the cause. What then ? 
The effect, originated from the momentary primal cause, 
requires the auxiliary causes, since the effect has to be accom- 
plished by many causes: this we say. Though this much 
is common even to the view of a permanent cause, yet, on 
your view, so long as the cause exists, the unremitting 
origination of the effect is difficult to avoid, since there is 
nothing to restrict (the origination). Nor is the relation to 
the auxiliary that which restricts, since the relation too 
should exist so long as the relatum exists* Nor is there 
another relation which restricts that (relation), because of 
infinite regress. Nor may it be said that even on the view 
of momentariness the effect does not orginate in the instant 
in which the cause exists, because of the contingence of 
their simultaneity, and that, even if origination be admitted 
at another time, there is the contingence of non-restriction ; 
for the instant immediately succeeding the cause is that 
which restricts the effect. Therefore the view of momen- 
tariness is alone superior. , 


CXXIV(h). Not so. Everywhere indeed the relation of 
effect and cause has to be ascertained on the strength of 
pervasion. Then on your view, what is the pervasion that 
is the relation of effect and cause ? Is it between the parti- 
cular smoke and fire or between their successions ? Not the 
first: for, it is not possible for the momentary to continue 
during the two periods of the cognition of co-presence and 
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of co>abseDce. On tbe second (alternative)^ smoke should 
originate from fire even in the condition of embers, there 
being no distinction in respect of (embers) being included 
in the succession of that (fire). If it bo said that there is 
no origination (of smoke) because of the absence of fuel, no ; 
for that too exists in its own succession. Nor is relation 
non-existent between the fire and the fuel : for the two 
successions being eternal, that (relation) too cannot be helped. 
If it be said that that relation, because of being preceded by 
another relation, is not constantly present, no, because of 
the contingence of infinite regress. If it be said that, be- 
cause of the admission of a stoppage at the third or fourth 
stage, there is no defect, then, since even on the view of a 
permanent cause infinite regress may easily be remedied in 
the very same way, there is not the said defect. Now, if on 
the admission of the helpfulness of the auxiliary, he who 
maintains permanence can justify his own position too, let 
us not admit that ; if this be said, no ; for, the relation of 
the helped and the helper, established by co-presence and 
co-absence between smoke and fuel, the effect and the auxi- 
liary, cannot be got rid of. And the capacity of co-presence 
and co-absence to establish the 'relation of the helped and 
the helper is seen in respect of the primal cause and its effect, 
the fire and the smoke. Therefore, the need for the helper, 
the auxiliary, is equal even in both views. And thus, just 
as on the view of the momentary (cause) there is admitted 
of the single fire the simultaneous generation of many effects 
because of difference of auxiliaries and differences of place — 
e. g-, fire generates another fire alone in its own place, smoke 
above, ashes below, and cognition in the person — similarly, 
even on the view of a permanent (cause) there is for a single 
cause the generatiop of many effects, because of differences 



1, cxxv-cxxvij 


FIRST VAR^TAKA 


167 


in time and difference of auxiliaries- Therefore, why should 
there not be effectiveness in sequence ? Nor with this much 
may there be suspected confusion qf the views of those who 
maintain the momentary and the permanent; for, the former 
has been refuted at the close of the discussion on the rest- 
riction (of cognition) to particular objects. Thus, therefore, 
neglecting the extremely defective view of him who main- 
tains (the sole reality of) momentary cognitions, the Vedanta 
view that everything is cognised as superimposed on the 
immutable, eternal intelligence, is alone to be supported, 
since it is supremely free from defect- 

CXXV- Now this view too is certainly defective. It is 
thus; if by the immutable intelligence are manifested as 
immediate the things superimposed on itself, then, even objects 
of inference etc-, would be immediate- If intelligence be not 
the generator of immediate cognition, then even pot etc-, 
would not be immediate, because of the non-existence of what 
restricts- Nor is it possible to say that the sense-organ is 
what restricts immediacy ; for, if the organ of external sense 
be such, there is the contingence of the absence of immediacy 
for happiness, misery etc- ; if, however, the internal organ be 
such, immediacy in the case of the object of inference etc-, is 
difficult to avoid. 

eXXVI. There is not this* defect : for, being-the-causal- 
correlate and being-the-manifester are what restrict. The 
modification of the internal organ, which, going out through 
the eye etc-, pervades the pot etc-, for that the pot etc-, which 
are objects, are the causal correlates ; for, in the absence of pot 
etc-, a modification pervading them would be unintelligible. 
And since intelligence is manifested when the modification is 
originated by pot etc., man if ester ship belongs to pot etc. 
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Therefore, their immediacy stands to resfion. And in the case 
of the objects of inference etc., the two fold attribute, being* 
the-causal-correlate and being-the-manifester, is not possible 
invariably ; for even the past and the future are sometimes 
objects of inference and these cannot intelligibly be the loci 
of the two-fold present attribute. Now, when it is inferred 
that there was rain, then rain exists in the form of what is 
past ; therefore, there may be (for it) the capacity to be the 
locus of a present attribute; if this be said, it does not stand 
to reason. Is there declared, at the time of the inference, the 
presence of rain or of (its) attribute of having been in the 
past? On the first, the simultaneous pastness and presentness 
of the rain would be self-contradictory. Not the second. 
What is called past-ness is being associated with a past time 
that is other than present time. And thence, just as in respect 
of pot etc., the present time is the determinant, while being 
recurrent, not thus is the attribute of past-ness ; but like the 
pot in respect of the non-existence of the pot, the present time 
is merely an indicator (nirupakah), in respect of the attribute 
of past-ness; hence, for the attribute of past-ness there is no 
possibility of present-ness, as for the pot. Now if this 
attribute be in no way capable of the empirical usage of 
present-ness, it would then be but unreal like a human horn ; 
therefore this attribute is certainly present ; if this be said, 
even thus, being-the-causal-correlato and being-the-manifester 
are not possible in the case of the rain qualified by that 
attribute (of past-ness). Verily, the dead Devadatta does not 
make a pot ; nor does a lamp which has gone out manifest 
that (pot). 


CXXVII. Now if, in inference etc , the contents be 
neither causal correlates nor manifcsters, how is it that the 
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cognition generated by infere nce etc., has the form of their 
content ? If this be asked, we say that the prohana, the word 
etc., supply to cognition the forms of the respective contents, 
on the strength of particular relations, like inseparability and 
the (significant) capacity (of the word). Nor may it be said 
‘ If, in the case of the past and the future just as there is 
admitted the attribute of content-ness, if there be also admitted 
the attributes of being-the-causabcorrelate and beiug-the* 
manifester, then, even in inference etc., as in perception, 
there may be the supplying of the form to cognition (by the 
content) even as content (instead of through some other 
relation) For, there is not in the object of inference any 
attribute of a positive nature called content-ness, in which 
case that would be an example (for the inference). What 
then ? The state in which the object of inference was prior 
to the setting out of the inference, the removal of that 
state is alone stated by the word ‘content-ness’. Nor may 
that state itself be suspected to be an exomple, for, that 
too is of the nature of the prior non-existence of the 
said removal. Therefore, in objects of inference, like 
what is past, causal correlate-ness of a positive nature is 
difficult to establish. If objects of inference like what is 
past be not object-causal-correlates, how is there the use 
of a transitive (verb-) root in respect of it, in the form * He 
knows the rain ’ ? We say that it is because of a figure of 
speech. Just as in perceptual cognition having an object 
there is fruit, similarly that (fruit) exists in inference etc., 
as well ; merely because of the existence of that, its having’ 
an object is figuratively spoken of. If an object in the prin- 
cipal sense be admitted here, (then) even in the inference of 
the past etc., as in perception, immediacy would bo difficult 
to avoid. And this being the case, even where present fire 
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etc., are inferred, because of similarity in being an object 
of inference, it should be understood of the fire etc-, in order 
to avoid their (possible) immediacy, that they are not object- 
causal-correlate. In perception, however, because of the 
non-existence of relations like inseparability, in order to 
supply form to the cognition^ there should be admitted of the 
content, object-causal-correlateness alone. And there, causal 
correlateness is invariably possible, since the presence of the 
content of perception is invariable. Therefore, though the 
superimposedness of all things on the immutable intelligence 
is common, there is established restriction of immediacy to 
the contents of perception alone^ because of their being 
causal correlates and manifesters. 

CXXVIII. Nor may it be objected how on the indeter- 
minate intelligence there is the superimposition of determi- 
nate things ; for, this has been answered in the discussion on 
the restriction (of cognition) to particular objects, that the 
substrate of the superimposition of egoity etc., is but that 
intelligence which is determinate through the residual 
impression of earlier (superimpositions of) cognisership etc. 

CXXIX. Now, even thus, primal nescience, the material 
cause of the whole universe of residual impressions etc., 
should be superimposed on the indeterminate intelligence 
alone; for, all other things thAt bring about determinateness 
are established in dependence on the superimposition of 
nescience; nor is the substrate-ness of the indeterminate 
intelligible ; for everywhere substrate-ness is seen only in 
the case of the determinate; how, then, is there the superim- 
position of nescience ? There is not this defect ; for substrate- 
ness being intelligible with the mere manifestation of imme- 
diacy, determinatenesB is not a determinant (of substrateness). 



PIEST VABISTAKA 


171 


I, cxxix-cxxx] 


And this is to be understood, because of the non- 
existence of any instance of mere co-absence. If it be said 
that, because of the self being ever-an-object-of-inference, 
there is no immediacy (for it), no ; for this has been answered 
in the discussion of egoity, on the ground of conflict with 
immediate experience as ‘I’. The experience ‘I’ is but 
generated by inference ; yet because of the facility due to 
repeated practice, that (cognition) being quickly originated 
without the formulation of the pervasion and the presence 
(of the probans) in the subject, there is for creatures the 
delusion of immediacy in respect of that ; if this be said, no. 
If that were so, for Devadatta cognising pot etc., there would 
not be. cognition of the relation in the form ‘ This is known 
by me Just as in respect of the pot cognised by another, 
the relation to oneself is not cognised, similarly (would it be) 
even in respect of what is cognised by oneself ; for, there 
is no distinction between the two in respect of being ever- 
objects-of-inference. If it be said that there is a distinction 
in oneself being the locus of the cognition, on the occasion 
of cognition by oneself, no : for, when one’s own self is not 
cognised, its being the locus of cognition is diflicult to know. 
Nor can being the locus of cognition be inferred from the 
relation to fruit, since the relation (of the sell) to the fruit 
has up to now not been established. Therefore, the self is 
immediate as self-luminous, nbt ever-an-object-of-inference. 


CXXX. As for him who disputes self-luminousness, he 
is to be asked : is the self immediate as the locus of cognition, 
or merely because of the existence of a relation to cognition, 
or because of being an adjunct (of cognition), or because 
of being the content of cognition ? Not the first. The 
self is not immediate as the locus of cognition, since 
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it is immediate without being an object of cognition, like 
cognition. Not the second, because of undue extension. On 
the third too, what is called being an adjunct of cognition 
is not being the locus of cognition ; for, in the case of a 
content, which is not the locus, there is the contingence 
of the non-existence of immediacy. Nor is'' it (the adjunct) 
to be one of the two — the locus or the content, since the 
content is difficult to demonstrate. If it be said that the 
content is what is capable of the empirical usage prompted 
by the cognition, the self too would then be a content. To 
be that which determines cognition while being other than 
(its) locus, (this) is over- pervasive of the sense of sight. And 
to be capable of empirical usage prompted by the cognition 
while being other than (its) locus, (this) is over-pervasive of 
the relation between cognition and the self. Nor is the 
content«ne8s of the relation acceptable, because of the con- 
tingence of its immediacy. Inherence is indeed acknowledged 
by you to be ever-an-object-of«inference. On the fourth too, 
the cognition, whose content is the self, does not belong 
to a different time from the cognition whose content is pot 
etc. If that were so, the relation to the object cognised in 
the form ‘ This is known by me ’ would not be known. 
Nor is there simultaneity of those too ; for it is not possible 
for two cognitions to arise simultaneously apprehending 
contrary contents. There is' not indeed seen in the case 
of Devadatta the simultaneous entering on two forms of 
motion, which pervade objects situated both in front and 
behind. If it be said that though two contrary forms of 
motion be simultaneously unintelligible, there is no non* 
intelligiblity in the case of two modifications, no; for two 
modifications through (different) parts are unintelligible in 
the case of the partless. Nor can there be two modifications 
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of the whole ; for in the case of the contrary modifications, 
infancy and youth, present in the entire body, simultaneity 
is not seen. Therefore, by elimination, the immediacy of the 
self is only through its being self-luminous.' Nor may it be 
said ‘In the absence of the substrate being apprehended by 
the same sense-organ as the superimposed, superimposition 
is nowhere seen, merely on the basis of immediacy ’ ; for 
in respect of the ether, perceived by the witness or by the 
mind alone, there is seen immediacy of visible impurity etc. 
If it be said that the visibility of ether is accepted by the 
Jainas and the Bhattas, no : because, if that were so, there is 
the contingence of its possessing colour and touch. As for 
the co-p’fssBnce and co-absence of the sense of sight, they 
are otherwise explained as relating to that non-existence of 
corporeal substance, which is the ground for inferring ether. 

CXXXT. As for those disputants, who in conformity 
with their respective teachings, admit the ether as ever-an 
object-of-inference, for them, this (ether) is certainly an 
example, since there is no apprehension (of it) by the same 
sense-organ as the superimposed. The self too, which is the 
substrate of this superimposition, that is removable by 
knowledge and is of the form of nescience and its products, is 
not affected by the defects present in that (snperimposition), 
since it is not the material cause. Thus, therefore, since the 
remedying of all defects is easily accomplished in the Vedanta 
system, the superimposition of the not-self even on the inner 
self is certainly possible. 

CXXXII. Now, the superimposition of the not-self on 
the self, though associated with (the statement of) the 
characteristic and the possibility, is not capable of being 
established in the absence of evidence, since everywhere the 
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establishment of the object of knowledge is dependent on 
evidence; if this be said, then, here perception, inference, 
presumption and revelation are to be understood as the 
evidence- The whole world accomplishes empirical usage of 
the form of cogniser, cognised etc., only after superimpossing 
the identity of oneself, of the nature of intelligence, on the 
assemblage of body, organs etc., qualified by class, in the form 
‘I am a man’, T am a god’, T am a beast’ ; this is percep- 
tion. Though, because of the inclusion of the senses among 
the objects of knowledge, there is impossibility of the causal 
aggregate of perception, yet the eternal witness-perception 
will be possible. Where immediacy is seen even in the 
absence of the causal aggregate, there exists witness-perception 
by the witness; this indeed is the Vedanta usage. Similarly 
there is inference too : what are in dispute, viz., Devadatta’s 
periods of waking and dream possess the empirical usage of 
cognisership etc., as preceded by his own superimpositions 
like T am a man’; for they are periods other than his own 
period of sleep etc-: what is not thus (possessed of the empirical 
usage of cognisership etc-) is not thus (a period other than 
that of sleep), like his own period of sleep etc. There is 
presumption too; the empirical usage of cognisership etc., is 
not intelligible in the absence of the superimposition of 
identity with the body etc-, since in sleep etc., when there is 
no superimposition, the (said) eiupirical usage is not cognised. 
As for revelation, that is to be understood from such (texts) 
as ‘A brahmapa is to sacrifice’. 

CXXXIII. Now, the empirical usage of cognisership 
etc., requires merely a relation between the body and the self, 
not identity; if this be said, what is this relation ? If it be 
said to be the relation of property to the owner, then> there 



I, cxxxiii] 


PIB3T VAB^TAKA 


175 


should bo thn empirical usage of cognisership etc,, even 
through the bodies of servants etc. Let the relation then be 
that of conforming to one’s wishes alone; as for the body of 
servants etc., since it conforms to one’s utterafices, there is 
undue extension; if this be said, not so. If what is intended 
be only the capacity to conform to wishes, then, since that 
exists even in sleep, the empirical usage (even at that time) 
would be difficult to avoid. If then it be (actual) conformity 
to wishes, then, because of its non-existence in the ailing, 
there would be no empirical usage of cognisership etc. (in 
that case). If it be said that conformity to wishes being at 
the root of empirical usage is established by experience, is 
this universal or occasional ? Not the first, for even without 
conformity to wishes, there is seen the cognisership of evil 
odours etc. Not the second; for desire too having superim- 
position at its root, superimposition itself is the cause of 
empirical usage. Indeed, in the absence of the superimposi- 
tion of identity with the internal organ, the modification in 
the form of desire is not possible for the unchanging self. 
Nor is the cause of empirical usage the relation of conjunction 
or inherence betw'cen the self and the not-self; for, since they 
exist even in sleep, there is the contingence of empirical 
usage (then). In the case of relations like the relation of the 
enjoyer and the enjoyed, being produced by one’s own activity 
(karma), and being the abode of one’s own organ (of sense 
and action), they are not the root of empirical usage, since 
superimposition is at their root, and since they obtain in 
respect of the body of servants etc. If then, to exclude 
servants etc., it be said that the relation is that of being the 
object of enjoyment without any mediation, even then, if it 
be only the capacity to be enjoyed, that exists even in sleep. 
If then it be the being enjoyed, even thus, since non-mediation 
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for the self is common in all bodies, places and times, there 
would be required a regulative primary relation in respect of 
a particular body alone being the object of enjoyment and 
only at particular places and times- Therefore, only the 
superimposition of identity is the cause of empirical usage. 

CXXXIV. Even on this view, what is the regulator of 
superimposition in respect of a particular body ? If this be 
asked, we reply that it is the particular subtle body. Nor 
is the relation between the subtle body and the self one with 
a beginning, in which case another regulator should be 
sought in respect of that too. Nor may it be said that if 
the empirical usage of cognisership etc., had as its root the 
superimposition of identity with the body etc., there would 
result invalidity for perception etc., because of defect in 
(their) instruments. The loss here of such validity as makes 
known the truth, in the case of those (pramanas) other than 
the Vedanta, is certainly admitted (by us). Empirical validity 
however, is not lost, since there is no sublation in empirical 
usage; for, by the acceptance of their sublation only in the 
stage of release, there is accepted their being of the nature 
of superimposition. Nor may it be said that the two-, viz-, 
being of the nature of superimposition and being subsidiary 
to unfailing empirical usage, are contradictory, since both 
are established by evidence. Of these, the evidences for 
being of the nature of superimposition have been stated ; and 
the other is established by experience. If it be said that 
non^failure cannot be ascertained, the non-failure of the 
apparent empirical usage generated by perception etc., is 
established by the witness; as for the absolute (non- 
failure) that is not admitted. And in the case of the 
Vedantas, since they have for content the absolutely 
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unsublatable, validity snch :i3 makes known the truth is 
appropriate. Though thc:nselves illusory they certainly 
make known the unsublatable, since, in such cases as the 
dream perception of a damsel, though illusory by nature, 
there is seen the capacity to indicate (relatively) real prosperity. 

CXXXV. Now, perception etc. are empirically valid 
means of knowledge, since they have for content things 
capable of practical efliciency in empirical usage; it is in 
this way indeed that their validity has to be established by 
you ; and thus there is the contingence of the validity being 
extrinsic ; if this be said, no, since there is parity (of this 
defect) for you too who establish (validity thus): ‘These 
which are in dispute are valid means of knowledge, since they 
have contents corresponding to the things. ’ If then, since 
the truth of the content results only from the cognition 
which is the subject (vii^ayin), and not from another cogni- 
tion, there is no cxtrinsicality, then, this is common to our 
view too, that the capacity in the content for practical 
efficiency in empirical usage results only from the cognition 
which is the visayin. 

CXXXVl. If it be said ‘ Even then, if Brahman- 
knowledge have superimposition for the material cause, there 
is the contingence of illusoriness as for knowledge of the 
world,’ no ; for the illiisorintiss (of that cognition) in its 
own nature (as cognition) is acceptable. If then the pro- 
handuvi be illusoriness of the content (i. e., Brahman), then 
apprehension of the perishable is the conditioning adjunct, in 
the case of the knowledge of the world. If it be said ‘Then 
Brahman-knowledge too is what apprehends the perishable, 
since it is generated by a defective cause, like the cognition 
of rope-snake/ no; for, the probans is non-established. 
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Brahman-knowledge, indeed, .is not generated by the 
defects like film in the eye and jaundice. If it be said 
that nescience itself, the material cause of Brahman-know- 
ledge, is the defect, no; for, though nescience is a 
defect in respect of intelligence, as obstructing the 
presentation of the non-duality of intelligence and gene- 
rating the presentation of duality, yet, in respect 
of Brahman-knowledge, this, being helpful to it as the 
material cause, is an excellence. If it be said that in the 
case of one and the same, the natures of excellence and 
defect are contradictory, no ; for it is seen in the case of 
the film in the eye etc., that though they are defects in 
respect of the presentation of the true nature of rope etc., as 
being opposed thereto, yet through being probans in the 
inference of the sin that is their own cause, they are 
excellences (in respect of that inference). Therefore when 
there exist all the causes of valid knowledge, the film in the 
eye or the like which comes in as opposed to that, such a 
cause of invalidity alone is a defect* In ordinary experience, 
however, in respect of hungei*, thirst etc., though opposed 
(to one’s state of equilibrium), there is not seen the cognition 
of their being defects, merely because of their being natural ; 
need it then be said that nescience, which is both natural 
and helpful, is not a defect ? Therefore, even for perception 
etc*, which are of the nature df superimposition, there is no 
invalidity ; hence superimposition is the material cause of 
empirical usage* 

CXXXVII. The suporimposition in di.spute is the 
efficient cause of the empirical usage of cogniser etc*, since it 
is superimposition, like the superimposition of nacre-silver; 
if this be said, no; for not being the basis of empirical usage 
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is the conditioning adjunct (in the latter case). Since the 
empirical usage of cogniser etc-, is seen in the self, even in 
the absence of the silver-superimposition, the silver-super- 
imposition is not the basis of that (usage); but the superimpo- 
sition of the body on the self is the basis of that (usage), 
since empirical usage is not cognised in sleep, devoid of the 
superimposition of the body on the self. 

OXXXVIII. (If) then it be thought (thus) ‘Empirical 
usage abides in the cogniser, and cognisership results for the 
self, even without superimposition, because of its being 
intelligeht,’ that is not (so): for in the absence of superimpo- 
sition, since the self that is non-attached and non-active does 
not generate valid knowledge, cognisership, consisting in the 
prompting of the causal correlates, is unintelligible. Therefore, 
the empirical usage of cognisership etc., has certainly 
superimposition for material cause. If it be said that the 
empirical usage of the non-discriminating alone is thus, not 
the empirical usage of the discriminating, no. The empirical 
usage even of the discriminating, in so far as it is worldly, 
since it is on a par with the empirical usage of beasts etc., is 
certainly the product of superimposition. And in the case of 
beasts etc-, the empirical usage consisting in the cognition 
(as distinguished from the appellation) ‘I’, in respect of the 
assemblage of body etc., is of the nature of superimposition; 
for, it is a cognition of oneness in respect of two whose 
difference has not been apprehended, like the cognition of 
nacre-silver. Truly, not even by the discriminating is the 
difference between the body and the self apprehended in the 
period of worldly empirical usage, in which case there would 
be no similarity to beasts etc. And if difference were 
apprehended, then, in respect of food, drink etc-, helpful to 
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the body, and beating etc , injurious (to it), the activity 
towards or away from (these objects), as in the case of beasts 
etc., because of the cognition ‘This is helpful to me or 
injurious’ would not be intelligible. The difference between 
the body and the self is understood even by ordinary 
perception? since even in the vulgar, such as women and 
Madras, there is seen activity like bathing in the Gafiga for 
the sake of the other world ; if this be said, no ; for difference 
is there understood merely through the tradition of the 
statements of the trustworthy- If not, the sastra would not 
set out for the sake of knowledge of the self. Therefore, the 
worldly empirical usage, even of the discriminating, is 
certainly of the nature of superimposition, 

OXXXIX(a). Now for the discriminating, empirical 
usage due to the sastra is not of the nature of super- 
imposition, since only after cognising through trustworthy 
testimony the self as related to another world (too), does 
one engage in Vedio rites. It may be (asked) thus •’ is it the 
injunction of the fruit, as in ‘With the citra he is to sacrifice, 
who desires cattle’, ‘With the jyotistoma he is to sacrifice, 
who desires heaven’, that postulates the self which is 
different from the body and belongs to the other world (too) ? 
Or is it the injunction of the obligatory as in ‘So long 
as one is alive, one is to offer (he agnihotra oblation’ ? Or 
is it an injunction of the (specially) occasioned as in ‘ He, 
whose house has been burnt down, is to sacrifice’ ? Or is 
it the injunction of an expiatory rite'? Even on the first, 
what is unintelligible in the absence of a self different from 
the body ? Is it the fruit of cattle etc., or the fruit of heaven ? 

CXXXIX(b)- Not the first ; for cattle etc-, are capable 
of being obtained even in this life- Nor may it be objected 
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that if the citra etc., bore fruit even here, there would be 
no difference from the kariri etc., which invariably bear 
fruit in immediate succession (to the rite) ; for in this life 
itself, it is intelligible that the citra etc., do not bear fruit in 
an invariable manner, even because of differences of the 
periods like youth and old age (when the fruit may be 
admitted). In the case, however, of the kariri etc., since they 
are enjoined when crops are perishing for want of rain, 
there is the invariable production of fruit in immediate 
succession. Nor the second : for, on the principle ‘“Hell 
and heaven are here alone ’ says ho to the mother, ‘what is 
pleasing to the mind is heaven ; the reverse of that is hell,’ ” 
the happiness generated by (possession of) cattle etc-, which 
is denoted by the word heaven and is the fruit of the 
jyotistoma etc-, is possible even here- That happiness, indeed, 
is not the fruit of the citra etc., since this (latter) is enjoined 
for him who desires cattle etc., alone. Though heaven bo 
unsurpassed pleasure, its belonging to this life is uncontra- 
dicted, since that too is possible even here, through the 
attainment of universal empory etc. If it be said that in 
the sastras, heavenly enjoyment is understood to exist on 
the other side of (Mount) Meru, that too is easy to accomplish 
with this same body by him who is an adept in spelts, drugs, 
etc. If that be not seen to be so, then some defect in the 
subsidiaries is to be assumed ’there too, as in the kariri etc., 
when rain is not generated. 

CXXXlX(c). Nor are the second and third (alternatives 
possible) ; for in the system of the Guru (Prabhakara), the 
injunctions of the obligatory and the occasioned are devoid 
of fruit; on the view of Bhatta too, the fruit of those is 
capable of licing onj'.yed even here. 
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CXXXIX(d). Nor the fourth (alternative) : for, the 
expiatory rite has the sole fruit of removing sin. If it be 
said that, in order to experience the fruit of brahmanicide etc., 
for which expiation has not been performed, the self goes to 
hell, no ; for, like heaven, it is possible to experience hell too 
in this same life. If it he said that in the sastra there is 
cognised the enjoyment of the fruit of sin in the bodies of 
dogs, swine etc., no : for what is intended there is only the 
attainment of misery equal to that of swine etc. Therefore 
there is no ground for the assumption of a self other than 
the body. 

CXL. This is not so (says the pnrvapaksin). For, when, 
on the principle of the section^ about deities (having forms), 
through mantras and eulogistic (or condemnatory) passages, 
which are authoritative, there is known the fruit of heaven 
etc., to be enjoyed at particular times and places, in particular 
bodies and so on, there is established a self other than body. 
Though this sense is established by the principle of that 
section about deities, which occurs in the Vedanta, Jaimini 
does not acknowledge it; if this be said, no; though the true 
nature of the self as different from the body is not expressly 
stated as an aphorism by Jaimini, since that is net required 
by injunctions, it is aphoristically stated by presumption in 
the aphorism relating to the apthoritativeness, consisting in 
non-dependence, of the entire Veda whose content is both 
what is established and what is to be done. Otherwise, how 
is it that, by his commentator, the self other than the body is 
inquired into, on the basis of the authoritativenees of the 
mantras, eulogistic passages etc-? Nor may it be said that, 
in that section^ about deities which occurs in the earlier 
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tantra, the authoritativeness of mantras etc-, has been refuted 
by the aphorist and the commentator There, indeed the 
purport is not the refutation of the authoritativeness of 
mantras etc-, in genera^,^. but only of those which conflict ; if 
on the strength of mantras like ‘The great Indra has ada- 
mantine arms ’ deities (be admitted to) have forms, there 
would result their being auxiliary by being (physically) present 
like the officiating priests etc., and since that is opposed to 
experience, there is refuted (the authoritativeness of such 
mantras). In the case, however, of mantras etc, which 
do not conflict, authoritativeness is certainly admitted: for 
even the characteristic marks (lifigas) present in eulogistic 
passages are cited as authoritative here and there in the 
Twelve-chaptered work (i- e., the Purva-mimanrsni Sutras). 
Thus, therefore, knowing on the strength of mantras etc., 
the self different from the body, the discriminating ones 
set out in respect of rites prescribed . by sastra ; hence that 
empirical usage is not of the nature of superimposition. 

CXLI. There is not this defect. Do these who per- 
form rites know on the strength of mantras, eulogistic 
passages etc,, the self that is different from the body and is 
of a single impartite consistency, or the self that goes to 
another world? Not the first; for, that is to be known 
through the Vedanta alone. On the second too, when there 
is knowledge of the self that goes to another world, is it 
your view that superimposition in general is removed or 
that the superimposition of the gross body is removed ? Not 
the first; for owing to the unintelligibility of the omni- 
present going to another world, it should be admitted that 
the superimposition of the internal organ is not removed. 
Not the second; for, the removal of an immediate superimpo- 
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sition by mere mediate cognition is impossible. Therefore, 
in the case of the discriminating ones, even the empirical 
usage relating the sastra is certainly due to superimposition, 

CXLII. If all empirical usage have superimposition at 
its root, then, it must be specifically demonstrated as between 
the self and the not-self, where there is superimposition and 
of which : if this be said, then, listen attentively. First, 
on the witness-intelligence are imposed in sequence the 
internal organ, the organs (of sense and action), the body, 
the objects external to that and the attributes of (all) these. 
Here too the intelligence qualified by each earlier 
superimposition is to be understood to be the substrate of 
each subsequent superimposition. Nor is the superimposi- 
tion of external objects on the self to be disputed ; for when 
son, wife etc., are imperfect or hale, there is seen the 
empirical usage ‘I myself am imperfect or hale, ’ Now this 
usage is not in the principal sense, since it is not universal; 
for when the son has lost his wife, there is not seen the 
usage ‘ I have lost my wife ’ ; if this be said, not so ; for 
merely because of not being seen in some places, the use in 
the principal sense in the placc.s where this if? seen cannot 
be avoided. Indeed, since in some place there is not 
seen the empirical usage of silver in respect of nacre 
the empirical usage of silver ' even elsewhere, where nacre 
appears in the form of silver, docs not become figurative. 
Let it be that because of the cognition of identity, there is, 
as between nacre and silver, superimposition in the principal 
sense; but since difference is cognised as between one’s own 
body and a son, the empirical usage of oneness is but figura- 
tive like ‘Devadatta is a lion’ ; if this be said, no.^* because of 
disparity (between the example and what is illustrated). 
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Truly, by the happiness and misery of the lionj Devadatta is 
not affected ; hence in the c;ise of those who resort to the 
empirical usage of their oneness (i. e., speak of the two as 
one), the cognition is figurative. Here, however, the father 
has through the happiness and misery of the son the conceit 
‘I am myself affected*. If then you think that the conceit 
is due to great affection, not due to superimposition, that is 
not (so) ; for affection too is due to superimposition. Other- 
wise, for that same father who has attained renunciation, 
when there is discriminative knowledge^ how is it that 
there is not seen affection as before^ for the same son 
etc.? Truly, for affection, which is real, removal merely by 
discriminative knowledge is not possible; for, there is seen 
the pervasion that knowledge is the cause of removal of 
nescience alone. Now if the empirical usage T* produced by 
affection in respect of son etc., be due to superimposition, 
how, then, is the empirical usage of the king, in the form 
‘Bhadrasena is myself*, in respect of a very loving servant 
who accomplishes all things (for the master), cited as figurative 
by the commentator (Sankara), in the sction on desiring?^ 
The citation is of what is disparate ; for there, the king*s 
affection is not prompted by the existence of Bhadrasena, 
since aversion is seen for that same person when doing the 
reverse (of what is desired). What then? The affection is only 
for those deeds performed by* him which are helpful and 
required by the king. In the case of sons, however, the 
father’s affection is certainly unconditioned ; for the affection 
does not cease in respect of him who cannot do anything or 
him who does the reverse (of what is desired). Even then, 
affection is not due to superimposition, since in respect of 
objects of affection like clothes and ornaments there is not 
I Br. Sa., I, i. 6 
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the cognition ‘1’; if this be said, no; for, there too does exist 
superimposition, consisting in the cognition ‘mine.' Of 
superimposition two forms as ‘1’ and ‘mine’ are intelligible, 
because of gradations of affection. And that gradation 
has been shown by VisvarUpacarya, while commenting 
on the si'uti text ‘This is dearer than the son^’: 
‘ The son is dearer than wealth, the body than the son, 
the organs than the body; the vital air is dearer than 
the organs ; the self is much dearer than the vital air'-^ *. 
Therefore, in respect of riches etc., which are merely dear, 
there is invariably the superimposition of relation alone in 
the form ‘mine’ ; in respect of the son, who is dearer, some- 
times oneness too is superimposed : in respect of the body, 
which is dearer still, there is superimposition of oneness to a 
great extent in respect of the internal organ, however, which 
is dearer even than that, the superimposition of oneness is 
invariable. Now if the cognition of oneness in respect of the 
son be due to superimposition, how, then, is it that, 
in the commentary at the conclusion of the catus-sUtri, 
in the woi'ds ‘ If the secondary and illusory selves be unreal, 
then, because of the sublation of son, body etc.’, the son is 
cited as a secondary (i. c. figurative) self? This is not a defect. 
What is intended there is only that there is not superimpo- 
sition of oneness to the same large extent as in respect of the 
body, not that superimpositioA of oneness with the self does 
not exist in any case in respect of the son. Otherwise, how 
would the 4ruti ‘Thou thyself art under the name of the son’® 
be intelligible ? This text, indeed, restates what is established 
in ordinary experience, the superimposition of identity with 

Brh., I, iv, 8 

Brh. Vartika, v. 1031, p. 640 
9 Kau^itaki, II, 11 



I, cxliii] 


FIRST VARNA KA 


187 


the son Therefore, in respect of objects like son and wife, 
there does exist snperimposition. 

CXLTII. Now, even if somehow you dispute the super- 
imposition of identity in respect of the son etc., yet the 
superimposition of their attributes has certainly to be 
acknowledged, for, when the infant son is adored with clothes, 
ornaments etc., there is seen in the father the conceit 
‘ I myself am adored Similarly, the verbal usage ‘ This is I ’ 
made while the finger indicates one’s own body, makes 
known in the case of the self the superimposition of identity 
with the body. The superimposition of bodily attributes, like 
leanness, on the self is well known in the empirical usage 
‘I am lean,! am dark’. In T am dumb, I am a speaker, lam 
blind, I am a seer,’ only the attributes of the organs are 
superimposed on the self. For, here, the superimposition of the 
substrates, the organs, is not possible, since in the case of these, 
which are ever-objects-of-inference, there is no capacity for 
superimposition, which is immediate. In T am desirous, angry’ 
the attributes of the internal organ are superimposed on the 
self. Nor may it be said that desire etc., are attributes of the 
self alone, not of the internal organ; for they exist only 
when the internal organ exists. Though the self is the 
material cause of desire etc., yet since the internal organ is 
the efficient cause, there is its \;o-presence and co-absence; if 
this be said, no; for the departure of desire etc., in sleep, is 
unintelligible, with the departure of the internal organ, 
which is efficient cause alone (according to you). If it be 
said that their departure is due to the departure of the’ non- 
inherent cause, viz., the conjunction between the internal 
organ and the self, even thus, material causality alone is to 
be assumed in the case of the internal organ, since that 
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(causality) is the most proximate (to the mind making the 
assumption). If it be said that efficient causality too 
is certainly proximate, since in its absence, the effect is not 
originated, no ; for since other efficient causes like the sense 
of sight exist there, it has not to be assumed. Nor does some 
other material cause exist here, in which case material 
causality too would not have to be assumed. If, however, 
the self were the material cause, there would be the apposi- 
tional cognition ‘I am desire’, not the relational cognition 
‘I am desirous’ like ‘Devadatta has a staff’. But the apposition 
of the internal organ with desire etc , is established by the 
firuti ‘Desire, resolve’^ etc. Therefore, desire etc., which 
are certainly attributes of the internal organ, are imposed on 
the self ! and the internal organ is superimposed on its own 
witness, the self, as one with it. Otherwise, there would not 
be for the bare witness the cognition ‘I’, as qualified by 
conceit (in respect of the body etc.). 

CXLIV. Now, the internal organ is not cognised by 
the witness ; but it is known because of the unintelligibility 
otherwise of sequence in cognition that is seen (even) when 
the self, the organs and the objects are together ; if this be 
said, no, because of the intelligibility (of the sequence) even 
otherwise. That sequence is intelligible even on the assump- 
tion that for the self itself thete is the capacity to generate 
cognition in sequence. Nor may it be said that when some 
regulator has necessarily to be assumed, the mind itself may 
be assumed; for the assumption of capacity alone in the case 
of the self which is certainly established is more consistent 
with parsimony than the assumption of another substance 
endowed with the capacity. Now, then, let the mind be 
3rb.,'l, V, 8; MsU., VI, 80 
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known by this inference : the sequence in dispute, in the case 
of the agent, requires a common cause that produces sequence, 
since it is a sequence in the origination of the effect in the 
case of an agent who is in the proximity of several objects, 
like the sequence in the act of cutting, which needs a hatchet, 
in the case of Devadatta who is in the proximity of arms 
(to cut with) and what is to be cut. This is not sound ; for 
(the probans is) inconclusive in respect of the sequence 
which exists in the conjunctions of each organ with the mind 
as agent. Indeed, when of the mind there is conjunction 
with the organs in sequence, there is not any common cause. 
If it be said that unseen potency itself may be that (cause), 
thus there is inconclusiveness in respect of the sequence of 
the conjunction with (different) parts of the ether, in the case 
of the fruit falling from the tree- If it be said that even there 
heaviness is the common cause, thus then there is incon- 
clusiveness in respect of the sequence present in the 
conjunctions of the sense of sight with each object- Nor 
may it be said that here too unseen potency is common ; for 
what is intended as the prohandtim is only a common cause 
other than unseen potency. And this being the case, even 
the first-mentioned instance of inconclnsiveness is not 
defective- 

eXLV. Then it may be 'thought thus: what is in 
dispute, viz., the origination of .specific qualities like cognition, 
requires a non-inherent cause consisting in the conjunction 
of some other substance with its own locus, since it is the 
origination of a specific quality belonging to an eternal sub- 
stance, like the origination of redness in the primal atoms, 
as dependent on conjunction with fire ; and thus that which 
is the other is mind- This too is not intelligible; foi*, the 
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self’s conjunction even with the body and the organs being 
a non-inherent cause of cognition, in respect of this it is 
proving the proved. If it be said that when dream-cognition 
is made the subject, the mind is established (as the other 
substance required), no; for, even with body (being the other 
substance) there is proving the proven. Indeed, even in 
dreams, the self’s relation to the body does not depart. Then 
let the mind be an object of perception ; if this be said, no ; 
for if the mind be of atomic siTie, like the primal atom, it 
could not be known by the senses; if it be of infinite size, 
there is the contingence of the simultaneous presentation of 
the whole world ; even if it be of intermediate size, it could 
not be known by the senses, since the mind is seen in the 
state of dreams, though there are no organa of sense. Nor 
may it be said that there is no cognition of the mind at all; 
for there is the experience ‘My mind is elsewhere.’ There- 
fore, by elimination, it is established of the mind that it is 
cognised by the witness. 

CXL(VI(a). And this witness, the inner self, is super- 
imposed on the not-selfs, the internal organ etc-, as one with 
them, since, in egoity etc., intelligence is cognised- 

CXIjVI(b). Now if the self and the not-self be super- 
imposed each on the other, there would be illusoriness for 
both because of being superimposed; similarly, because of 
both being substrates, there would be general manifestation 
alone, and no specific manifestation even of one : if this be 
saidj not so. For, it is the specific manifestation of the two 
as of the nature of intelligence and inertness that makes 
known the reciprocal superimposition ; for, in superimpo- 
sition, specific presentation is determined by being the 
superimposed- And in the superimposition of one (alone 
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on the other)i there would be specific manifestation of one 
alone- Nor is there the contingenco of the illusoriness of 
both , for of intelligence there is no superimposition of 
existence on the non-intelligent since it is superimposed only 
as related (to that latter). Nor because of specific manifes- 
tation is there conflict with being the substrate ; for, the 
particularity is not cognised as an attribute of the substrate ; 
for it is cognised only in this transposed manner that for 
the body there is intelligence and for the self inertness. Nor 
may it be said that, if there be specific manifestation of both, 
superimposition is not possible, and that, if there i.s apposi- 
tion (of the two), that comes to be figurative- li’or, 
men of the world do not have the conceit that tlie cognition 
of the self in the internal organ etc., is figurative, but only 
that it is in the principal sense- In respect of the seen, indeed, 
there is nothing called non-intelligibility. 

CXLVI(c). Now the word 'etcetera’ (in ‘internal organ 
etc.’) is unintelligible, since there is superimposition of the 
pure self on the internal organ alone; in respect of the 
organs etc-, however, it is only the internal organ qualified 
by the superimposed self that relates (to them) : if this be said, 
true it is tlius- Yet, since it is intelligence alone that shines 
as defined by the organs etc., and not the internal organs, 
the word ‘etcetera’ is used with 'manifestation in view- It is 
only because of the continuous manifestation of intelligence 
in the body, organs etc-, that for the Lokayatas etc-, there is 
the delusion of self-hood in respect of them. Otherwise, for 
all disputants) there would be the delusion of self-hood in 
respect of the internal organ alone, whereon intelligence is 
superimposed, but not in respect of the body etc. Thus 
therefore, the reciprocal superimposition of the self and the 
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not-self having been justified by the statement of the definition, 
the possibility and the evidences for its existence, it is 
established that it cannot be disputed by any one- 

CXLVII- Now, in order to infer that the sastra in 
dispute has a possible content and fruit, since it is the enemy 
of bondage having the nature of superimposition, like waking 
cognition, superimposition was established by you. Here, 
what is called fruit, is it the removal of such evil as agency, 
enjoyership etc-, or the removal of the cause of evil, i. e., 
nescience, and its product, superimposition? Not the first, 
since when the cause exists, there is origination again of the 
evil that has been removed. Not the second, since of 
beginningless superimposition removal is impossible. If it be 
said that there is removal, because of the authoritativenes of 
the Sastra, no, beca\xse of conflict with perception. Indeed 
even in respect of the self, discriminated through reasoning 
from the body etc., we do not see the removal of super- 
imposition* 

CXLVIII. It is said (in reply). Like the removal of 
the beginningless prior non-existence, which is established 
in your system as the cause of transmigration, why should 
there not bo removal of superimposition too? Superimposition 
is not removed, since it is beginningless and of the nature of 
an existent, like the self ; if tliis be said, no- What is called 
being of the nature of an existent, is it reality, or difference 
of nature from the non-existent? On the first (alternative), 
there is non-establishment oi proians, for those who maintain 
indeterminability. Not the second- What is in dispute is 
removable by knowledge, since it is of the nature of nescience, 
like the superimposition of silver etc- Nor is there sublation 
by the earlier inference, since that itself is sublated by this. 
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Just as a general ^astra^ is sublated by a specific one> similarly 
why should not a general inference be sublated by a specific 
inference? Now> what is called removal is a subsequent state 
occurring in one’s own material cause, since in the case of a 
pot, removal is the attainment of the form of potsherds, occur- 
ing in the clay ; and this indeed, is not possible in the case. of 
the superimposition of nescience, which has no material 
cause ; if this be said, no ; for, removal is tbe subsequent 
state occurring in one’s own locus (not in one’s material cause); 
else there is the contingence of non-removal in respect of the 
beginningless blackness etc., present in the primal atoms- 
Though when the self distinct from the body etc,, is cognised 
through reasoning, the removal of superimposition is not 
seen (to result) with that alone, yet, when from texts like 
‘That thou art’ ^ being of the nature of Brahman is realised, 
the removal of what is opposed — nescience and its product, 
superimposition — stands to reason. Nescience obscuring 
Brahman, and its product (superimposition) are indeed 
opposed to Brahman-knowledge- But to the knowledge of 
the self distinct from the body there is opposed the self-hood 
of the body ; hence of the latter alone there is removal by 

IThere is a general teaching ‘Do not injure any being’; and there is a special 
injunction in the context of the agniyomfya, ‘cut tlio animal belonging to 
the agnisomiya’. These two passages conflict with each other ; and both of 
them cannot be valid. Were the geiifjral teaching to sublaie the particular 
injunction, then there would bo no purport for the latter which is also an 
injunction of the Veda. To maintain that both the passages arc pnrportful 
it is determined that the general teaching holds good in all cases where 
there is not any special injunction to the contrary. The special injunction 
which enjoins the sacrifice of an animal Is in connection with a sacrifiicial 
rite. So it is an exception to the general rule of non-violence to all beings; 
and it sublates the latter only in this particular case, viz., the agni^omiya, 
leaving its purport intact in all other cases. 

2Chand., VI. viii, 7 
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the former. Though the intelligent self manifested in the 
cognition T’ is but Brahman, yet since it is not manifest in 
the form of Brahman, the cognition T’ is not Brahman- 
knowledge. Though knowledge through reasoning may 
somehow have Brahman for its sphere, to it does not belong 
the capacity to remove immediate superimposition, either 
because it is not authoritative (in respect of Brahman 
knowable by the Vedanta alone) or because it is mediate. 
Therefore, the removal of superimposition results only from 
the Vedanta-generated realisation of Brahman. 

OXLIX. Now, the removal of superimposition is not 
the only fruit of the sastra, but also the attainment of bliss; 
if this be said, true- Yet when there is mentioned the con- 
tent, consisting in the oneness of the jiva and Brahman, 
the jlva’s attainment of bliss too is directly obtained as 
included in the content ; for, by the sruti text ‘ Bliss is 
Brahman’ ^ the nature of bliss belongs to Brahman alone. 
And that the attainment of bliss is a fruit is well established 
even because of its being the object of human desire. There- 
fore this has not to be mentioned separately as a fruit- 

CL. Then, even the removal of superimposition need 
not be mentioned separately, since it is the content of the 
sastra, like the attainment of bliss ; if this be said, not so. 
This removal of superimposition, is it independently the 
content of the Sastra ? Or is it included in the content, con- 
sisting in the oneness of Brahman and the self ? Not the 
first ; for, it is only the oneness of Brahman and the self 
that is declared by the sastra. By such texts declaring 
fruit as ‘ Again, at the end, there is the removal of all maya’*^ 

ITaitt., Ill, vi. 1 
96vot., 1, 10 
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and *The knot of the heart is cut’ there is restated the 
removal of superimposition, only as resulting through 
presumption from the realisation of the oneness of oneself and 
Brahman. Not the second ; for, by texts like * That thou 
art’ ® which declare the oneness of Brahman and the self, 
the removal of superimposition is not made the content. 

CLI. In the absence of the removal of the relation to 
the world present in Brahman, and of nescience and its 
product present in the jiva, even the oneness stated in texts 
like ‘That thou art’ is not intelligible; if this be said, then 
there results (only) what is stated by us, that the removal 
of nescience results (presumptively) from the capacity (of 
what is scripturally declared). 

CLII. Though in the major texts like ‘That thou art’"* 
the removal of superimposition has to be derived presump- 
tively, in minor texts like ‘not gross, not subtle’ that is 
declared; if this be said, not so. For here, the meaning of 
the words ‘'not gross’ etc., is not the removal of the bondage 
that is to result in the stage of release through the intution 
of Brahman as the self. What then ? In the case of 
Brahman that is itself non-attached, what is natural in 
all three times, i. e., the nature of not being related 
to the universe, that alone is declared by words like ‘ not 
gross’. For when that is declared, the jiva will be able sub- 
sequently to intuit the self-hood of Brahman through the 

iMuod,, II, il, 8 
gOhand., VI, viii, 7 

3 Ibid. 

4 Ibid. 

3 Bril., Ill I viii, 8 
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major text : but not otherwise, since the meaning of the word 
‘Brahman’ is beyond ordinary experience, 

CLIII. Nor is there conflict of the evidence which 
apprehends Brahman’s relation to the universe with the 
declaration of (its) non-relation to the universe; for there 
is no such evidence at all ; though perception etck have the 
world for their sphere, yet, since they do not apprehend 
Brahman, they do not make known any relation between 
those two. And texts like ‘ All that is this is the self’ ^ do 
not declare of Brahman self-hood in respect of the whole 
universe, since that (self-hood) is established even through 
its being the material cause of all. What then ? They 
restate that (self -hood) which is certainly established other- 
wise, and, as intimating the object of negation needed by 
the texts declaring non-relation to the universe, attain 
syntactical unity of a sentence (with another sentence).^ 
Otherwise, how could they declare relation to the universe, 
which is not a human goal and is opposed to non-relation 
to the universe, which is a human goal ? That non-relation- 
ship to the universe is a human goal and that relationship 

iNrsimhottara, 5 

2 Where one statement has to be construed with another, making one syntac- 
tical unit with the latter, the former may either be complete in itself, but 
for the expectancy of fruit, or it njay be more incomplete, occupying only 
the place of a word in the latter statement. In the first case we have 
vakyaikavakyata, the syntactical unity of a sentence, and in the latter, 
padalkavakyatii, the syntactical unity of a word. It is generally held that 
eulogistic and condemnatory statements, like ‘Vayu is the swiftest deity’ 
occupy only the place of words in the final syntactical unit, their purport 
being that of a single- word-sense, e. g., praise-of-V&yu ; thus they enjoy only 
padaikavakyata. The author of the Fti’araij^a, however, holds that even such 
statements enjoy vakyaikavakyata, there being an intermediate purport in 
respect of their sentence-senses ; see his I^yUyanirtyaya^ pp, 26, 27, (Madras 
University edition) and 8L8, chapter II, para 2*81, 
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to the universe is not a human goal are seen in the states 
of sleep and waking and are (also) established by sruti. Nor 
is the valid cognition of non-relationship to the universe 
sublated by the restatement of relation to the universe ; 
for the restatement, because of being a restatement, and 
because of being for the sake of the valid cognition of 
non-relationship to the universe, is weak in this respect. 

CLIV. Now, to establish in Brahman, through texts 
about relationship to the universe, the universe that is not 
(otherwise) established (in it), • and to deny it again would 
be fruitless, on the principle ' rather than wash off mire it 
is better to be at a distance untouched by it’- There is not 
this defect. For the world is established even from the 
capacity of the material causality mentioned by the text 
whose purport is the declaration of non-duality ; if this were 
not restated and denied, then the non-duality of Brahman 
would not be established. And this capacity of what is 
expressly declared only establishes relation to the universe 
(but) does not bring about (its) validity : for when there is 
conflict with expressly negative texts, the capacity of what 
is expressly declared is weaker. And, in the case of even 
what is weak, the capacity to establish until sublation is 
uncontradicted, as with the cognition of nacre-silver etc.: 
for otherwise sublation is unintelligible- Everywhere, it 
is indeed the established alone that is sublated by stronger 
evidence, not the non -established nor the validly cognised. 
Nor do such texts as ‘All this, verily, is Brahman’^ occurring 
in the context relating to meditation, make Brahman validly 
known as related to the universe; for, these (texts) which 
have a different purport (i- e., meditation), are sublated by 


Oband-, III, xiv. 1 
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purporfcful texts about non-relationship to the universe ; for 
meditation is intelligible even through an imposed form. 
If it be said that even imposition is impossible in the case 
of what is absolutely non-established, no ; for it is established 
by texts about creation, which for the sake of comprehending 
non-duality, intimate what is to be negated- Therefore, 
in the valid knowledge of Brahman non-related to the 
universe, there is no conflict. 

CLV- Even thus, how can Brahman of this nature be 
the self of the jiva associated with the universe of agency 
etc.? It is said (in reply) : in the jiva, the universe of agency 
etc-, is known to exist, not through inference etc., because 
of (their) immediacy- Nor is it known by the sense of 
sight etc-; for the jiva not being an object of the external 
senses, the agency etc., present in him are also such- Nor 
is it known by the mind, since there is no evidence (for 
this). As for the co-presence and co-absence of the mind, 
they are intelligible even through (its) being the material 
cause of agency etc. Even if material causality, in respect 
of agency etc., be assumed of the self alone, the mind’s 
making known agency etc-, is not established by co-presence 
and co-absence, since the co-absence is subject to doubt- The 
co-absence should indeed be stated in the form * where the 
mind is not, there is not thfe manifestation of agency etc-> 
as in sleep’: and this is subject to doubt; for it is not 
determined whether the non-manifestation of agency etc., 
in sleep is because of the non existence of the mind or 
because of their own non-existence. Nor thus may there be 
suspected the non-existence of an agent to make known 
agency etc-, since the witness has the character of mak- 
ing known. As for what the Bauddhas and the older 
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Prabhakaras^ assume, that in the self even agency, enjoyei*ship, 
attainment;, aversion, happiness and misery are self-luminous, 
that does not stand to reason. If for agency etc., there be 
the character of substance, then, rather than assume a sepa- 
rate quality of luminosity, it is more consistent with parsi- 
mony to assume in the case of the self’s luminosity itself 
that it makes them known. And if for them there be the 
character of quality, for them a quality of luminosity is not 
possible at all, since for a quality there is not another 
quality. If it be said that agency etc-, are themselves the 
quality of luminosity, then, for them, as for the luminosity 
of the sun, there could be no origination in the place that 
is their locus. Nor is it possible to assume self-luminosity 
for agency etc., because of their being not other than lumi- 
nosity in respect of their own existence; for this (being-not- 
other-than-luminosity) is intelligible even because of the 
conjunction with the eternal luminosity of the self. Let it 
then be that agency etc-, are cognised by the witness alone ; 
yet they are real; if this be said, no ; for the witness, which 
is common to what is valid and wliat is invalid, is neutral 
in respect of the reality or illusoriness of the content ; and 
in assuming the reality of those (agency etc.) there is conflict 
with the scriptural declaration of being non-attached ; 
(further) illusoriness is declared of all attributes of 

lit is not quite clear who these older Prabhakaras (refined to as Jaral» 
prabhCikaras and Cirantan<i pralhakaras) were. They seem to have been 
prior even to Salikanatha. Besides the doctrine here attributed to them, 
viz , self-luminosity of happiness, misery etc. , they seem to have held also 
such views as that the knower and the knowing are not known simultane- 
ously with the object (i.c., no triputi-bhkna), and that while all cognition 
duo to specific karanas, like the senses, should bo considered valid, cognition 
duo to the manas, which is a sadha.rai.ia kfirana, may be invalid. Sec further 
Frahhakaras^ Old and New, by M, Hiriyanna: JORM, IV, 99-108. 



200 


VlVARAlJAPEAMBYASAfiGBAHA [I, clvi-clvii 

transmigration by (the text) ‘ Indra through maySs (takes on 
many forms)’.' 

CLVT. Thus, therefore, minor texts like ‘ Not gross, 
not subtle’,^ at is not born, it dies not’,=* intimate the 
denotations of the words ‘That’ and ‘thou’ which (denota- 
tions) are required by the major texts, are in reality non- 
related to the universe and are of the nature of bare 
intelligence ; but they do not declare the removal of 
superimposition. 

CLVII. Now, then, oneness is declared by the major 
text in dependence solely on the denotations of the words 
‘That’ and ‘thou’, which are intimated by the minor texts 
and are by nature devoid of (relation to) the universe; 
hence, even in the absence of the removal of superimposition 
there is no unintelligibility ; hence, for that removal of super- 
imposition and for the appearance of that, how can there 
be even the character of being presumptive ? If this be 
asked, it is said (in reply) : knowledge of the true nature, 
whose sphere is onenessj arises only as removing (its) oppo- 
site, nescience and its product, superimposition, since it is 
seen thus in the knowledge of the true nature of nacre. 
If it bo said that here what removes the superimposition is 
the negative cognition ‘This is not silver’, not so ; for it 
is said in the view of (error as) non-cognition that the 
negation has real silver for its sphere- And this denial of 
silver, while obstructing the appetency in him who seeks 
real silver, is figuratively spoken of as the sublater of silver. 


IBrh., II, V, 19 
sibid.. Ill, viii, 8 

SEatlu. II, 16 
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The direct sublation of supevimposition, howevei’j is only 
through the nacre-cognition ; this was stated in the inquiry 
into sublation on the view of (error as) the cognition of the 
indeterminable- Nor may it he said that the nacre-cognition 
functions only in making known the true nature of nacre, 
not in the removal of superimposition ; for a thing that 
follows presumptively does not depend on effort- It is thus : 
in ordinary experience, the hand of the goldsmith who 
weighs gold, exerts itself only in lifting the balance ; here 
the going down of one part (i-e., scale-pan) is an inevitable 
intermediary ; but the hand makes no effort in respect of 
that And everywhere in the sastras it is well established 
that things which result as inevitable intermediaries do not 
depend on effort- Now, where the sublation is by a state- 
ment, there since the statement ‘This is not silver’ relates 
to real silver and since the statement ‘This is nacre’ has no 
capacity to declare the removal of superimposition, let it be 
that the appearance of its removal is an inevitable inter- 
mediary ; where, however, perception is the sublater, there, 
how can the appearance of the removal of superimposition 
be an inevitable intermediary ? If this be asked, it is said 
(in reply) : the non-existence of the imposed silver is not 
known by non-cognition, because of the immediacy (of that 
cognition). Nor (is it) known by the senses, since there is 
no (sense-) contact. The imposed silver and its non-existence 
are not, indeed, capable of (sense-)contact ; for, imposed 
silver, which is constituted of cognition alone, does not exist 
prior to the cognition, in which case, the sense could have 
contact (with it). Even because of non-existence of sense- 
contact for the counter-correlate, the silver, its non-existence 
too is not related to the senses. Therefore, as in sublation 
by a statement, even in sublation by perception, when the 

26 * 
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true nature of nacre is known by the sense-organ, the 
removal of superimposition is cognised only as an inevitable 

intermediary. And thus, when the oneness of the jiva and 
Brahman is known through texts or through experience, 
since the presumptive removal of nescience and its product 
is not included in what is expressly declared by the ^astra, 
the mention of it as a fruit, independently of the content, 
stands eminently to reason. Though of the ^astra of in- 
quiry the direct fruit is only the removal of doubts present 
in the Vedanta, and the fruit of the commencement of the 
Vedanta (-study) is the attainment of Brahman -knowledge, 
yet, it is intelligible that even the removal of superimposition 
is indirectly the fruit of the sastra teaching, through its 
being the fruit of knowledge and through its being the 
object of human desire. 

CLVIII. Now, w'hat is this which is called attainment 
of Brahman-knowledge and is described as the fruit of the 
commencement of the Vedanta? Everywhere, indeed, there is 
attainment of what is unattained but has come into being, as of 
cow etc., but not of that which is eternally attained nor of 
that which has not come into being, as of the human horn 
etc. ; knowledge, howevei’, arises only as located in the knower 
and as revealing the known, and it is cognised only as such ; 
hence both in its own nature Kod in cognition, it is eternally 
attained; how, then, can there be the attainment thereof? 

CLIX. It is said (in reply): knowledge is a psychosis 
of the internal organ, generated by evidence. The ascertain- 
ment of the content thereby is what is intended by the word 
‘attainment’. Here, though the cognitions of pot etc., are 
causes of the ascertainment of their contents by their mere 
origination, Brahman-knowledge is not thus the cause ol 
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immediate ascertainment ; for its content is overwhelmed by 
(notions of) impossibility and notions of the contrary (being 
true)* Of these, under the name of impossibility there is 
stated the incapacity of the mind for concentration, which 
(concentration) is the cause of a plenitude of contemplation 
of the oneness of the self and Brahman ; and (under the 
name of) notions of the contrary (there is stated) the plenitude 
of residual impressions of the superimposition of the body etc. 
Nor may it be said that in respect of a thing apprehended by 
evidence that is the cause of immediate manifestation, the 
non-existence of the certitude of immediate manifestation 
because of the (above-mentioned) two kinds of mental defect 
is not in the scope of the seen ; for in places like Benares, 
in respect of bunches of green pepper etc., which have never 
been seen before, and have been brought from a distance, 
though they are seen by perception, yet because of lack of 
faith it is seen that certitude does not arise immediately. 
Therefore, Brahman-knowledge though originating from the 
evidence of the sastra (yet) being obstructed by mental defect, 
depends on tarka (reasoning) as an auxiliary and subsequently 
ascertains the content. Since if reasoning be evidentiary it 
is independent, and if not evidentiary it is of no help, it is 
not possible for it to be an auxiliary to evidence ; if this be 

said, not so ; though reasoning which is not evidentiary is 

• 

not independently the cause of the ascertainment of a thing, 
it is not wholly of no help ; for in respect of the nature of 
evidence, its capacity (i. e., validity), and the objects of 
knowledge, it is of the nature of the cognition of possibility 
or impossibility. Hence it is that those who'know reasoning 
say that reasoning is helpful to evidence. 

CLX(a). Now, if evidence be the cause of ascertainment, 
in dependence on reasoning, there is the contingence of what 
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is not consistent with the final position* It is thus. That the 
validity and invalidity of cognitions are (both) intrinsic, say 
the Saftkhyas. That both are extrinsic say the Tarkikaa* 
That invalidity alone is intrinsic say the Bauddbas. That 
validity alone is intrinsic say the Vedantins. 

CLX(b). The view of the Sahkhyas does not stand to 
reason. Here, is it considered that in one and the same 
individual cognition there enter both validity and invalidity ? 
Or is there a distinction between them through difference 
in the particular (cognitions) ? Not the first, because of 
contradiction. Not the second, for there is nothing to effect 
the distinction ‘ For this cognition there is validity and for 
this (other) invalidity’, as the nature of being cognition is 
common to both; and anything else that effects the distinction 
is not admitted by him who maintains the intrinsic nature 
(of both). Nor are both extrinsic. For, then the cognition 
that has barely arisen would rest for a time devoid of validity 
or invalidity ; and this is not known in ordinary experience. 
Let there then be (accepted) the view of the Bauddhas, that 
invalidity alone is intrinsic, and validity extrinsic. This too 
is unintelligible. Here, is the extrinsic nature of validity 
in respect of its origination or cognition ? Not in respect 
of origination is this possible ; for in the case of momentary 
cognition arising from, causes" like the senses of sight, conti- 
nuance till the rise in it of the attribute of validity is 
impossible. Now when cognition has arisen from the cause 
of cognition, subsequently from the excellence present in that 
cause, there is the rise of validity in that cognition ; this 
is the extrinsic nature in respect of origination ; if this were 
not possible, how, then, is there for validity the co-presence 
and co-absepce of excellence ? If this be said, no; for, those 
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two are intelligible as existing even in relation to the non- 
existence of the defect that is an obstacle to validity. Nor 
may there be suspected the (defect of) absence of common 
ground, if the co-presence and co-absence of excellence be 
taken to relate to the non-existence of defect ; for, the non- 
existence of defect is itself excellence. Indeed, in the case 
of the organs etc., no excellence is seen as distinct from the 
non-existence of defect; If then, there be something (else) 
which is an excellence, even then, for that excellence, which 
is the cause of the removal of defect, co-presence and co- 
absence result directly only with the non-existence of defect ; 
when, however, defect is removed, since validity x'esults 
unobstructed, there are cognised co-presence and co-absence 
of the excellence too with validity, through the channel of 
non-existence of defect : but those two do not directly exist 
there. Let it then be that the non-existence of the defect, 
which is an obstacle, is itself the cause of validity, because 
of possessing co-presence and co-absence directly ; if this 
be said, no ; for, if that were so, it would not be possible 
for the defect to be an obstacle. For that is an obstacle, 
which is established as opposed to the origination of the effect, 
only when the full cause is present. Indeed, when there 
is non-existence of defect, defect is not established. Therefore, 
not in respect of origination is there extrinsic nature (for 
validity). 

CLX(c). Even the cognition of validity, how can it be 
extrinsic ? What is called validity is the capacity of cognition 
to determine a thing. Is this known through the cognition 
of being originated by an excellence or from the cognition of 
accord with practical efficiency ? Not the first ; for even 
when the pot is cognised, so long as there is not cognised the 
generation of that cognition by an excellence, the capacity 
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to determine the pot not being cognised, there is the 
contingence of the non-origination of empirical usage relating 
to the pot. Let it be that when there is cognition of 
being generated by an excellence, there is empirical usage 
subsequently: if this be said, no; for even in the case of 
the cognition of origination by an excellence, as in the case 
of the cognition of the pot, there being capacity to do little 
prior to another cognition that ascertains its own validity, 
there is the contingence of infinite regress. On the second 
(alternative) too, this argument applies equally. If then it 
be thought (thus) ‘In the case of the cognitions of food etc., 
which are instrumental, there is the knowledge of validity 
from the cognition of their accord with practical • efiiciency, 
such as satisfaction (of hunger); in the case of the cognitions 
of satisfaction etc-, which are the fruity that knowledge is 
certainly intrinsic, since there is no other practical efficiency; 
therefore, there is no infinite regress’ that is unsound. The 
disputed cognition of the instrument is valid even intrinsically, 
because it is a cognition, like the cognition of the fruit. 
And on the contrary view, there is as sublater, the contin- 
gence of reciprocal dependence, in that for the active the 
ascertainment of validity is from the cognition of accord with 
practical efficiency, and that there is activity when there is 
ascertainment of validity. Even when validity is unascer- 
tained, since activity is intelligible for its ascertainment, 
there is no reciprocal dependence; if this be said, let this be so 
when there is doubt. In the case of things which are not 
doubted, repeated cognitions of contents like pot, how can 
there be activity for the ascertainment of validity ? Now in 
the testing of gold, the ascertainment of the object is through 
the four-fold cognition! ’of the nature of seeing, rubbing, 
burning and cutting, not merely from the initial cognition ; 
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therefore, validity being extrinsic cannot be helped; if this be 
said, no. For, there, the second and subsequent cognitions 
refute the doubt etc-, that obstruct the validity of the first 
cognition, but are not the causes of the ascertainment of the 
validity of that (first cognition). Therefore in respect of 
both the origination and cognition of validity, there should 
be admitted intrinsic nature, consisting in the non-require- 
ment of anything other than that which originates or reveals 
cognition. 

CLX(d). In the case of invalidity, however, there is 
extrinsic nature, since the origination is by a defect present 
in the cause of cognition, and the cognition (of it) is by 
Bublation. Invalidity is not originated extrinsically, since 
it is of the nature of non-existence of validity, like the prior 
non-existence of validity ; if this be said, no, because of non- 
establishment of the j)ro(>a«s. Ignorance, doubt and error 
are what are called invalidity. That has been said by Bhatta- 
pada; ‘ Invalidity is divided into three kinds, as illusoriness, 
ignorance and doubt-’ By the word ‘ignorance’ the cognition 
of some other thing is intended, since it is said by himself 
‘ or cognition in respect of some other thing’. Therefore, to 
none of these three belongs the character of non-existence- 
invalidity on the strength of a defect is uncontradicted even 
in the case of what is intrinsically valid : for, in the case of 
fire though of itself hot, cold i^ seen when it is obstructed by 
spells etc. If you suspect that somehow invalidity is intrinsic, 
then, how could you justify the empirical usage arising even 
from invalid cognition, until there arises knowledge of the 
defect ? Therefore, it is settled that validity alone is intrinsic. 
And this being the case, if Brahman-knowledge stand in 
need of reasoning, how can there not be what is opposed 
to the final position (about validity) ? 
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CLXI. There is not this defect ; for, reasoning is the 
cause of the removal of obstacles alone- Though Brahman 
is self-luminous and verbal testimony is capable in respect 
of the immediate knowledge thereof, yet obstruction is 
possible through contrary activity and (the notion of) im- 
possibility, and by notions of the contrary, i-e , (the self-hood 
of) the body, organs etc-, all created in the mind by (prior) 
sins- Therefore, there does not arise unshakable immediate 
experience- This being the case, by the practice of the 
duties of one’s order, there is the removal of sin. By the 
acquisition of calmness etc., contrary activities of the 
mind are arrested- By reasoning of the nature of reflection, 
the impossibity of the content, consisting in the oneness 
of the jiva and Brahman, is refuted. By contemplation is 
obtained that concentration of the mental psychosis, which, 
while refuting the notions of the contrary, is capable of 
ascertaining the subtle object. Thence, the immediate 
cognition generated by verbal testimony is established 
unshakably- 

CLXII. And that the testimony of the Vedanta is the 
cause of immediate knowledge of Brahman is shown by the 
taddhita suffix^ in ‘ i ask you about the aupanisada-purusa 
(the person propounded in the Upanisads)’"^. The meaning 
of the taddhita suffix is ‘that, person who is properly known 
through the Upanisads alone’. Indeed, in respect of Brahman 

ITha taddhita suifixes arc added to those words which arc already complete 
in eenao (eamartha or parinisthita) , Satra VI, ii, 92 of Pfunni teaches the 
suffixes a9.i etc,, which have senses other than those already taught in the 
previous stitras. One of these senses is that in which the suffix is used 
in the word ‘aupanisadali’ ‘propounded in the Upani^^ads'. The sense which 
the suffix has here is ‘that of being known’ (avagatyartha). 


Brh., Ill, ix, 26 
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that is immediate, mediiii,e cognition is not possible- 
Therefore, the immediate cognition,’ which has arisen even 
from the first from verbari testimony, becomes unshakable 
later, on the departure of the obstacle. Or else, just as sense- 
contact, having produced cognition, again produces recog- 
nition in dependence on the residual impression of prior 
experience, similarly, verbal testimony itself, having first 
given rise to mediate cognition in respect of Brahman, 
again gives rise to a second immediate cognition in depen- 
dence on the above-mentioned destruction of the obstacles. 
Nor, in respect of the self-luminous Brahman is mediate 
cognition delusive, for, inference, which is mediate, is seen, 
in respect of another person’s consciousness, though it is 
self-luminous. This being the case, even if from verbal testi- 
mony there arises at first Brahman-cognition whether 
immediate or mediate, yet since with that much there is not 
establishment in the form of unshakable, immediate experi- 
ence, it comes to be non-attained, as it were. When reflection 
and contemplation have been performed, since it is established 
in the form of fruit. Brahman-knowledge is spoken of as 
having been attained. 

CLXIII. Now, if this be the case, since the rise of the 
fruit is seen in immediate succession to contemplation alone, 
the character of being principfifl is for that alone ; but as 
auxiliary to that, for hearing and reflection there results 
subsidiarincss ; if this be said, not so, for contemplation 
cannot be the distinctive cause (karana) in the origination 
of experience. What is called contemplation is not, indeed, 
ft means of valid knowledge, in which case, it could itself be 
the distinctive cause in the generation of experience. Hearing, 
however, being of the nature of the determination of 

27 
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of purport that is the capacity of the word, is the cause of 
excellence in the word that is the distinctive cause; hence assu- 
ming that it is (itself) the distinctive cause, the character 
of being the principal belongs appropriately to hearing alone* 
In the case of reflection and contemplation, that remove 
mighty obstacles, since they are causes of excellence in the 
mind that is an auxiliary, there is such subsidiariness as 
is helpful in respect of (the production of) the fruit. Reflec- 
tion, indeed, refuting the (notion of) impossibility that occurs 
in respect of the content, removes doubt from the mind. 
And contemplation, refuting the notion of the contrary, 
generates the concentration of the mental psychosis* Since 
calmness etc-, and sacrifice etc., are remote auxiliaries, to 
them belongs the character of modus operandi ; of these too, 
calmness etc., are proximate, since they remove the obstacle 
to eligibility forbearing, viz., the visible defect called contrary 
activity present in the mind, the organs etc.; and sacrifice 
etc., as removing unseen defects, are remote. Therefore, 
hearing alone, which is the principal as aided by the modus 
operandi and by the subsidiaries helpful to the fruit, is the 
generator of unshakable, immediate experience. As for that 
superficial hearing which generates mediate cognition or 
non-established immediate cognition, there is nothing lost to 
US, even if it be subsidiary to contemplation ; for the 
character of being principal is' acknowledged of that hearing 
alone, which is the generator of such immediate Brahman- 
knowledge as removes transmigration. 

CLXIV. Brahman-knowledge does not remove trans- 
migration, since transmigration is seen even when that is 
present; if this be said, no; for, the removal of superimposition 
together with its cause, by the immediacy of the truth, is 
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established by the sastra, through co-presence and co-absence* 
Like the knowledge of difference from the body, which is 
opposed to snperimposition, the knowledge of the truth (too) 
though opposed to superimposition, would not remove it; if 
this be said, no, because of disparity. Knowledge of the truth 
is indeed opposed to primal ignorance ; but not thus is the 
knowledge of difference from the body. 

OLXV. Then, when by knowledge of the truth primal 
nescience is removed, there should be immediate decease of 
the body ; if this be said, no : for, the continuance of the 
body etc., is possible even because of the residual impressions 
of nescience and its product. If it be said that residual 
impression is well known in the case of acts, like the rotation 
of the (potter’s) wheel and in the case of cognition, not 
elsewhere, no : for residual impression is seen in the case of 
smell etc. If it be said that in a vessel containing flowers, 
from which the flowers have been removed, only the subtle 
parts of flowers that (still) remain there give rise to the 
cognition of smell, not a residual impression, even thus, at 
the stage of dissolution, there should certainly be admitted 
residual impressions of all products. As for those who do 
not admit (these), in respect of them, this inference should be 
made ; the destruction of the product, which is in dispute, is 
pervaded by residual impressioh, since, while not being a 
destruction of residual impression, it is (still) a destruction, 
like the destruction of cognition. It it be said that there is 
sublation (of the inference) since it is well known that there 
are residual impressions of acts and cognitions alone, then, 
since even nescience and its product are of the form of 
delusive cognitions, let there be (for them) causality in respect 
of residual impressions. Though the intelligence, which is 
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the witness of nescience etc-, is eternal, (yet) because of the 
Bon-eternality of what defines it, viz., the psychosis Vvhich is 
of the nature of a semblance of intelligence, residual impres- 
sion may result ; even thus, from residual impression, which 
is the cause of memory alone, how can there be the immediate 
presentation of duality ? If this be asked, we say that it is 
because residual impression is a defect located in the 
intelligence which is the cause of the immediacy of the 
universe; for, to defects like the film present in the eye etc., 
the causes of immediacy, belongs causality in respect of 
perceptual delusions. Nor may it be said that it is not possible 
for bare intelligence to be the locus of residual impressions, 
for that is intelligible in the same way as being the locus of 
nescience. Though the residual impression is a product, it 
does not any more than destruction require a material cause, 
since generation by a material cause belongs only to those 
products of an existent nature, other than the residual impres- 
sion of nescience. Hence it is that though elsewhere there 
is the rule of residual impressions being located in their own 
material causes, the location here in wliat is not the material 
cause is intelligible. Nor is there non-existence of release 
from embodiment if residual impressions be admitted ; for, 
that results when, at the close of prarabdha karmas, the 
residual impressions are removed, even through continued 
meditation of the knowledge of the truth- 

CLXVI. If then you think ‘since nescience has been 
removed and since residual impression has no material cause, 
how can there result the body, organs etc-, without a material 
cause?’, then, even when the intuition of the truth has 
arisen, let there be release in embodiment through the 
persistence of a trace of nescience, until the consumption of 
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prarabdba. On the consumption of pr9<rabdha karma, which 
ie the obstacle, even the trace of nescience is removed, because 
of knowledge of the truth. Therefore, all commencement of 
(study of) the Vedantas is for the attainment of the knowledge 
of the oneness of Brahman and the self, which is the cause of 
removal of all transmigration. 

CLXVII. Though in some Vedanta (texts) there are 
prescribed meditation of what has attributes, yet, since they 
are incidental like the (prescripton of the) godohana (milking 
pail) ^ etc., what is declared even there is but the attributeless 
Brahman that is the object of contemplation. Even the 
attributes which are laid down as to be contemplated are of 
service in the comprehension of the attributeless Brahman, 
on the principle of superimposition and withdrawal In the 
stage prior to the withdrawal, it is possible to lay down that 
Brahman qualified by particular attributes is the object of 
contemplation for the sake of particular fruits. 

CLXVIII- Now, if the injunction of contemplation based 
on the superimposed world of attributes is in order to make 
known the nature of Brahman which has to be known by 

» In tho chapter on the darAapurnannisa, the passage ‘With the camasa 
(cup) he is to sprinkle the water’ enjoins sprinkling. In the same chapter 
there is tho passage; ‘With tho milk pail for him who desires cattle*. 
This passage cannot be understood as enjoining the principal (pradhana- 
vidhi). But in tho case of one who is already eligible for tho darAapurpamasa, 
for its own fruit, there is here inciilentally the injunction of another 
suhttidiary for a further fruit. 

2 This is a principle according to which the truth (which transcends finite 
detorminatiou and is trans-phenomenal) is determined through superimposi- 
tion and withdrawal (adhyaropapavfldabhyiim nisprapaiioam prapancyate) . 
Just as silver is superimposed on nacre, the world of attributes is superim- 
posed on the attributelfss Brahman. This is adhyilropa. And just as silver 
is cognised to be non-existent in nacre, the world of attributes is known to be 
non-existent in Brahman. This is apavada. 
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him who seeks release, then there would be eligibility for 
contemplation only for him who is eligible for release; this 
is just as in respect of the (use of the) godohana which is 
prescribed in the words ‘(the sprinkling is) with the milk 
pail, for him who desires cattle’, as based on the sprinkling 
of water established in the words ‘With the camasa (cup) 
he is to sprinkle water’ in the dar^a-pnruamasa^ there is 
eligibility only for him who is eligible in respect of the 
dar^a*pllruamasa- There is not this defect- There, indeed, 
since the sprinkling of water is established only for him who 
is eligible for the darsa-pUi’uamasa, (and) it is only for him in 
whose case that is established that, when there is desire for 
cattle, there is the injunction of the milk pail, there would 
be the (further) eligibility of the eligible. Here, however, 
since the cognition of the superimposed world through verbal 
testimony exists even for him who does not desire release, 
though there is an injunction on the basis (of that cognition) 
there is no (further) eligibility of him who is eligible. 

CLXIX. Now though the Vedantas that prescribe the 
contemplation of Brahman with attributes have knowledge of 
Brahman for purport, that (purport) does not exist for those 
which prescribe the contemplation of the vital air etc.; if 
this be said, no, for, these too culminate in that alone, 
through the channel of the purification of the internal organ- 
Therefore, of all Vedantas whatever Brahman alone is the 
content ; the removal of evil through the attainment of the 
knowledge of that (Brahman) is the fruit ; therefore, even 
for the sastra that inquires into it, those two alone should be 
understood to be the content and fruit. 

CLXX. Now, only the obligation to undertake the 
inquiry is the meaning of the first aphorism ; why are the 
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content and fruit, not mentioned in that aphorism, explained 
(here) as related to the inquiry into the Vedanta? If this be 
asked, it is said (in reply): the content and fruit are certainly 
mentioned (in the aphorism) (but) presumptively. It is thus. 
It will be stated later that the meaning of the injunctive 
suffixes, lih, lot and tavya, is but instrumentality to the 
desired- In this statement aphoristically expressed, that the 
Vedantas should be inquired into fcr Brahman.knowledge by 
him who desires release, there is taught by the tavya-suffix, 
in the case of the inquiry which is the (verbal) stem-sense, 
instrumentality to what is desired in a general way- That 
being the case, when there is the desire to know the fruit in 
its particularityj in the form ‘What is it that is desired?’, 
release alone is understood as the fruit of inquiry, because of 
being, like heaven etc-, the qualification of the eligible 
person. Brahman-knowledge, however, since it is accom- 
plished by the inquiry that is the stem-sense, and since it is 
the means to release which is the fruit (as it were) is, like 
apUrva (resulting from sacrifice), of the nature of an in- 
termediate operation. 

CLXXI(a). Now, instrumentality to the desired is not 
the meaning of lin and other suffixes, but only a niyoga (an 
urge) which is not known from other evidence ; and that, 
while prompting the prompted person in respect of the (acts 
which are the) stem-senses, postulates, because of its capacity, 
instrumentality to the fruit, for the stem-sense- This is not 
sound, because of the non-existence of uuintelligibility 
(necessitating such a postulation)- Is it that in the absence 
of instrumentality to the fruit in the case of the stem-sense, 
the existence of the niyoga (urge) is unintelligible ? Or is 

1 Some such qualificatioa is necessary on the reading ‘ phali-bbata '. 
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the causing of appetency by that niyoga (urge) unintelligible? 
Not the first ; because there is the existence of niyoga 
in respect of the obligatory and the occasioned, even 
when there is no fruit Even on the second, does the 
niyoga cause appetency in dependence on the desire for fruit, 
or does it cause appetency of itself ? On the first, let the 
desire for fruit itself cause appetency ; what is the need for 
the niyoga (urge), since, in perception etc-, for the desire for 
the fruit independence is seen, in respect of causing appetency? 
On the second, the niyogai like the swiftness of the river, 
would forcibly cause the person to be appetent, though devoid 
of the desire for fruit- And thus its causing would be intelli- 
gible even if the stem-sense were not instrumental to the 
desired ; otherwise, even the swiftness of the river would 
impel (only) in respect of what is instrumental to the fruit. 

CLXXI(b). Though niyoga in general is not a ground 
for postulating the relation of the stem-sense to the fruit, the 
niyoga that is cognised by him who desires fruit is a gi’ound 
for that postulation ; if this be said, no : for even here, 
there exists no non-intelligibility in the absence of the 
relation of those two- In the case of the fruit of optional 
rites, its being a qualification of the eligible person is not 
unintelligible, in the absence of that (fruit) being accomplish- 
able by the stem-sense; for' even living etc-, which are 
not to be accomplished (by the oblation), are seen to be 
qualifications of the eligible person in such cases as ‘Let him 
offer oblations so long as he lives’- Though this be so in the 
case of those which are not of the nature of what are to be 


1 Obligator j rites have no fruit other tlmn the avoidance of sin (pratyavftya) ; 
occasioned rites serve only to remove sin already incurred. In both exists 
the niyoga or Isfirya, viz., the apUrva from the rite. 
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accomplished, in the case of fruit whose nature is what is to 
be accomplished, its being a qualification of the eligible person 
is unintelligible in the absence of its being what is to be 
accomplished by the stem-sense : if this be said, no. By the 
words, ‘to be accomplished’ in ‘whose nature is what is to be 
accomplished’, is there intended having to be accomplished by 
the stem-sense or merely having to be accomplished ? On the 
first, because of the non-difference of the postulated and the 
ground of postulation, thereis contingence of self-dependence. 
Even on the second, is the fact of heaven having to be 
accomplished cognised from the express word or by implication ? 
Not the first, since there is no word expressive (of it). Not 
the second, since there is no ground for the assumption. 
We do not indeed see anything unintelligible in the case of 
heaven, in the absence of its having to be accomplished. If 
it be said that if heaven be not what is to be accomplished, 
the conjunction with one who desires is unintelligible, even 
thus, it is not a qualification of the eligible person, so that 
on the strength of it there might be assumed the stem-sense 
having to be accomplished Just in ‘Devadatta is one who 
has a dry stick’, the stick alone is the qualification of Deva- 
datta, and dryness is the qualification of the stick, similarly, 
even in ‘He who desires heaven is the eligible person’, desire 
alone is the qualification of the eligible person and heaven is 
the qualification of desii'e. iJ it be said that through the 
channel of desire heaven may be the qualification of the 
eligible person, even thus there is not established its having 
to be accomplished by the stem-sense ; for in ‘He who* desires 
to study is to heg alms’, it is not seen that study, though of 
the nature of what is to be accomplished and a qualification 
of the eligible person, has to be accomplished by begging 
which is the stem-sense. If it be said that the contrary too 

29 
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is certainly seen in ‘He who desires riches is to serve the 
king, he who desires merit should perform sacrifices’ etc., 
then (we say) in the case of heaven and the desire for it even 
their being qualifications of the eligible person is difficult to 
demonstrate* It is thus. The words ‘desire for heaven’ do 
not exclude non-conjunction of the niyoga of darsa-purnamasa 
with the person, for the exclusion of non-conjunction is 
established even on the strength of the obligatory injunction. 
Nor does it exclude its conjunction with some one else ; for 
if he who does not desire heaven be excluded from dar^a- 
pTlrpamasa there is conflict with (its being an) obligatory 
injunction. The niyoga of the optional (darsa-pnanamasa) 
is indeed different from the niyoga of the obligatory ; in that 
(former), if there be exclusion of non-conjunction and of 
conjunction with another, there is not the said defect ; if this 
be said, not so. Though the niyoga of the obligatory is made 
known by the text ‘ So long as one lives ’ etc., and the niyoga 
of the optional is made known by the text ‘ He who desires 
heaven ’ etc., yet since the darsa-pTirpamasa together with 
subsidiaries is recognised as one in both places, there is no 
difference. As for the difference between the obligatory and 
the optional, that is intelligible through difference in the 
adhikara (fruit) alone. Nor may there be suspected the 
futility of the words ‘ desire for heaven ’ if they be not a 
qualification of the eligible person. Just as in ‘The man 
with the staff chants the permission ’, since the priest who 
chants the permission is already established, that statement 
has for purport the qualification of possessing a staff, in the 
form, ‘ He who chants the permission, that is a person with 
a staff similarly even the words ‘ desire for heaven ’ have for 
purport the qualification, heaven. That has been said by 
Farthas&rathi (MiiSra); ‘‘Since that which is to come into being 
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is what is desired, the word ‘ desire ’ has that for purport- 
That the qualification may be the principal (sense intended 
by a text) is shown in ‘The man with the staff’ etc.” Even if 
the words 'desire for heaven’ have the fruit alone as purport, 
the eligible person results by presumption. When by optative 
(lifi) and other suffixes instrumentality to heaven is taught of 
sacrifice which is the stem-sense, a person of himself under- 
stands eligibility in respect of the rite, in the form ‘This rite 
is instrumental to the fruit desired by me’. And thus the 
words ‘desire for heaven’ whose purport is the fruit are 
capable of being significant in conjunction with the statement 
of the instrument- And this results if instrumentality to the 
desired is the sense of the tavya (suffix), not if niyoga (the 
urge) be its sense. Therefore, niyoga is not the sense 
of lib (the optative) and other (such) suffixes. 

CLXXII(a)- Others, again, state thus the relation of end 
and means between heaven and the stem-sense; the niyoga 
(urge) qualified by the determinant (i- e-, the act) and the 
person prompted is understood from the injunctive statement. 
The determinant is sacrifice ; the person prompted is he who 
desires heaven : and between these two, reciprocal relation, 
in the foi’m of object and agent, is understood because of the 
non-intelligibility otherwise of the origination of the niyoga- 
If there be no relation, the determinant (act) not being 
practised by the person pron/pted, the niyoga which is to be 
accomplished by the practice of that (act) would not be origi- 
nated ; that being the case, just as of what is in relation to 
the person with a staff there is relation to the staff too, 
similarly, of the sacrifice which is in relation to the person 
prompted as qualified by the desire for heaven, there is relation 
even to heaven which is the qualification. And this relation 
is not possible in the absence of the relationship of principal 
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and subsidiary. Tberefoi’e, there being the relation of heaven 
as the principal and the sacrifice as subsidiary, there may be 
between them the relation of end and means- 

CljXXII(b). This is not sound ; for, in the manner 
stated, there is the contingence of the relation of sacrifice 
even with living, having the house burnt down etc , which 
are qualifications of the agent- Let there be : what is the 
defect ? If this be asked, it is said (in reply)- Are living 
etc-, related to the stem-sense, as subsidiary (thereto) or as 
principal ? On the first, living, which is a qualification of 
the person eligible for the obligatory darsa-pUruamasa, being 
(thus) a subsidiary of the darsa-purriamasa, there is the con- 
tingence of its relation even in the Saurya etc., (rites) modelled 
thereon. It is thus. That the rite enjoined in ‘He who 
desires the sanctity of a brahmaua should offer an oblation 
of barley gruel to Snrya’ is modelled on the darsa-pHrijamasa 
is established because the capacity of the injunctive word 
‘nirvapati (makes an offering)’; here, since the modelled is 
to be performed in the same way as the model, there is seen 
through transfer the establishment of the subsidiaries of the 
darsa-pUrijiamasa in the modelled rite; hence because of non- 
distinction from those (subsidiaries), living too would be 
established (in the modelled); thence, (the injunction) would 
be ‘So long as one lives, one should offer an oblation of 
barley gruel to Surya’- Nor may it be said that there is no 
defect since there is sublation of obligatory eligibility by 
optional eligibility; for, just as in respect of the model there 
is (both) obligatory and optional eligibility, there is similarly 
the contingence of this in the modelled too. On the second 
(alternative), living etc-, being principal, would, like heaven 
etc., be what are to be accomplished. Therefore, the words 
‘desire for heaven’ whose purport is a particular fruit, are 
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expressive in conjunction with words like lih which signify 
instrumentally to the good in general- 

CLXXIII. Now, if instrumentality to the desired be 
expressed by lin (the operative) and other suffixes, then there 
would not result the instrumental (case-ending) in ‘ He is to 
sacrifice with the jyotistoma’; for the instrumental (case- 
ending) is laid down in respect of the instrument or causal 
correlate which is not expressed by lift, kpt, taddhita or 
samasa. There is not this defect ; for though causality is 
expressed in the case of the stem-sense, i. c., sacrifice in general* 
the distinctive causality of the particular sacrifice, jyoti?- 
toma, is not expressed (by the lift etc., suffix). Therefore, 
there is no defect whatever in instrumentality to the desired 
being the sense of the injunctive suffix. And thus, when 
even by the statement in tbe aphorism, ‘ The Vedantas are to 
be inquired into by him who desires release’, there is 
expressed of inquiry (its) instrumentality to the good in 
general, it follows by presumption that the particular good, 
release, is the fruit of the siastra of inquiry. 

CLXXIV* Similarly* by the word ‘Brahman’ in 
‘ Brahma-jijnasS (desire to know Brahman)’ the content 
too is aphoristically indicated. Though the content is known 
even from the (first) chapter (.treating) of the (harmonious) 
synthesis (of Vedanta texts), and the fruit (only) from the 
fourth chapter, yet they have (both) to be indicated even in 
the first aphorism, since they are the causes of the engaging 
(in the inquiry). Therefore, because of the existence of the 
content and fruit, the sastra is to be commenced ; that this 
is the purport of the present varftaka (section) is established. 


HBBB ENDS THE PIEST VARNAKA- 




SECOND VARNAKA 

1* For the prescription ‘ The self is to be heard’, the 
direct content is the inquiry concerned with the Vedanta 
texts; that (content) is to be expounded in the present 
section. 

2 . The unity with Brahman is the content of the 
proscription, through the mediation of the Vedanta; that 
together with its fruit was expounded in the previous section. 

3. If the Vedantas were devoid of content and fruit, 
then, the inquiry into them would be far removed ; hence 
the mention of those two (content and fruit) first. 

4. When there is (thus) the possibility of inquiry, 
there being the doubt whether that has been achieved or not 
by the Purvarnlmanisa, the settlement of that (doubt) is here 
declared. 


I. Now, for the ascertainment of the sense of the 
Vedantas, there is needed a body of (interpretative) principles. 
And that (body) has been aphoristically declared in the 
aphorisms beginning with ‘Then, therefore the inquiry 
into dharma’. Nor may it bo said that what is attempted 
there is the ascertainment of the sense of injunctive texts 
(alone); for the purport of the entire Veda is but injunction. 
If it be said that the Vedantas have the existent for purport, 
no; for, the purport of even these is the injauction of 
knowledge, as in ‘ The self is to be seen Then, the host of 
ritual injunctions has been expounded in the Purvamimamsa ; 
the Uttaramimaipsa is to be begun for the exposition of the 


1 B^b., II. 4, 6* 
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injunction of kuowlodtjc; if this be said, no; for, in the 
case of the four forms — utpatti, viuiyoga, prayoya, and 
adhikara — which are needed by the injunction and have been 
demonstrated in respect of ritual, it is possible to know 
(these) by parity of reasoning even in respect of knowledge. 
Of these, what is called utpatti-vidhi (originative injunction) 
is that which makes knowm the mere form of the rite, e*g-, 
‘ He offers (is to offer) the agnihotra oblation ’ etc- Similarly, 
that which makes known the relation of principal and subsi- 
diary, e.g., ‘He offers oblation with curds etc,’ is a viniyoga- 
vidhi (upplicatory injunction)- 'i’liat which makes known 
procedure in respect of a principal rite together with its 
subsidiaries is a prayoga-vidhi (procedural injunction). And 
that, say the Bhattas, is expressly declared (srauta) ; while the 
Prabbakaras say that it is to be assumed on tlic evidence of 
upadaua, which consists in implication by an injunction. 
That which declares eligibility in respect of a rite for him 
who desires fruit or for him who is impelled by (the fact of) 
living etc., is an adhikara-vidhi (injiinction of eligibility). 
These injunctions expounded in connection with ritual arc 
capable of being suitably postulated even in connection with 
knowledge. Otherwise, those which have been expounded 
with a particular rite as illustration, would have to be taught 
over again in couuectiou with a different rile- 

11. Kow, a fresh sastra has to be couimcuced, in the aaine 
way as a fresh chapter, for the refutation of further (and 
peculiar) doubts- It is thus. There being a doubt as to the 
uon-autboritativeuens of the Vedas, in the ffrst chapter its 
aulhontativenesB is demonstrated. There being a doubt aa 
to the identity of all rites, in the second chapter the 
difference of rites is demonstrated, in the wake of differences 
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in the originative injunctionB as caused by differences in the 
(injunctive) words, such as ‘ yajati, juhoti ’ etc. There being 
a doubt of the principal character being equally present in 
all (rites), there is stated, in the third chapter, the I’olation of 
principal and subsidiary (as determined) by evidences like 
express statement, capacity etc- In the fourth (chapter), 
it is determined that the performance of such-and-such is 
for the sake of the rite, and of such-and-such (directly) for 
the sake of a human goal. In the fifth is exhibited sequence, 
as in ‘ ITaving performed the Vajapeya-isti, ho is to perform 
the Byhasptisava sacrifice ’• In the sixth, thei’e is the inquiry 
that for those who desire (fruit) there is eligibility in respect 
of these (rites) and for those who are impelled by (the fact of) 
living etc., there is eligibility in respect of the.se (other rites). 
Thus, in the earlier six chapters, there is made the inquiry 
needed by the injunction of the archetypal rite. That injunc- 
tion which comprises fully all the subsidiaries is the (injunc- 
tion of the) .archetype; that injunction which comprises 
the subsidiaries defectively is the (injunction of the) modelled 
rite. The inquiry needed by the iTijnnetion of the modelled 
rite is made in the later six chapters beginning with the 
seventh. Here too, in the seventh, it is ascertained that of 
the subsidiaries taught in respect of the archetype there is 
transfer in general to the modelled rite. Teaching (npades^a) 
is of the lorm ‘It is to be done in this way;’ transfer 
(atidesa) is of the form ‘ It is to be done in the same manner 
as that (other)’. In the eighth, however, tran.sfer is ex- 
pounded in detail, as thus: the particular attributes of 
apportionment, pounding, sprinkling, etc., which, in ‘There is 
that agneya (cake) which is prepared on eight (earthen) plates ’ 
etc., are, in connection with the archetypal sacrifice called 
darsa-purnamrisa, declared of the rice-grains that are the basic 
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material of purocjasa cake, these, in the case of the gruel-offer- 
ing to Snrya, which is a modellefl rite, arc transferred even 
to the rice-grains that are the basic material of the gruel, 
through the resemblance in respect of the material (used, viz.,) 
rice-grains. That has been said: ‘ When in the seventh 
(chapter) it has been established that through transfer there 
are (certain) attributes (for the modelled rite), then m the 
eighth (chapter) there is the exposition of what (attributes 
there is transfer), to what and from what’- In the ninth, 
however, there is shown Uha (transfer with a modification) 
which, when between the archetype and the modelled rite 
there is difference in respect of the material and the deity, 
consists in the omission of the words about the material etc., 
in (the injunction of) the archetype and the importation of 
(new) words about the material etc., in the modelled rite, 
in the case of the mantra, saman and purificatory ceremonies 
taught in respect of archetype and transferred (therefrom) 
to the modelled rite. This is how: in the case of the 
mantra ‘agnaye justam (for Agni, worthy of reverence)’ there 
is in the modelled rite the substitution of the words 
‘ suryilya justam (for Stlrya, worthy of reverence). In the 
tenth, however, there is shown, in the case of subsidiaries, 
which are transferred to the modelled rite and have (an 
unquestioned) place in the archetype, their sublation by the 
teaching of distinctive subsidiaries and the like, occurring 
in the (injunction of the) modelled rite. This is how. In 
the case of the barhis (grass) which results for the modelled rite 
by transfer and which is related (invariably) to the archetype, 
there is sublation by the teaching of the distinctive Subsi- 
diary) occuring in the (injunction of the) modelled rite, in 
the form ‘The barhis is of the nature of the <iara (grass, in 
this rite).’ Similarly when there is the injunction ‘cook the 
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golden grains’, in respect of the cooking of the golden grains, 
which is the modelled rite, there result (by transfer) the 
ponnding etc., characteristic of the archetype ; (but) hero, since 
the removal of htisk is impossil)le in the case of the golden 
grains called kj'snalas, there is sublation of the pounding. 
Similarly, because of the prohibition ‘ Those two {l)utter- 
portions) are not oft'ered in the pasn (-ynga) ’ there is 
snblation (of the oflering) of bnttcr-portions in the pasn 
(-sacrifice). In the eleventh (chapter), however, there is 
declared what is called tantra, which consists in a single 
subsidiary, (the performance of which is) prompted by the 
injunctions of more than one principal, being equally sub- 
servient to all the principals even by its performance once 
alone. This is bow. In the case of the foro-sacrifice etc., 
prompted by the full moon rites declared in (the three texts) 
‘There is that Hgneya (cake) on eight (earthen) plates’, ‘ Ho 
performs the upilipfin sacrifice at intervals,’ ‘There is the 
agnisomlya on eleven (earthen) plates’ there is, even by their 
performance once alone, subservience of (all) three principals. 
In the twelfth (chapter), however, there is shown what is 
called prasanga. which is, in the case of the performance of 
a subsidiary prompted by a certain principsil, its subservience 
even to another principal prompted by the capataty of that 
w'hich prompts (the first principal). This is how. In the 
case of the subsidiaries prompted by the injunction of the 
pai^u ( sacrifice), there is subservience even to the pasu-puro- 
dfiiia.^ Thus, therefore, just as diverse aspects of the 


i“Thoro ia a-n Agnlsomiya imimal sacrifice in which an Agnisomlya animal is 
sacrificed and Puroda^a cakes made of animal flesh are also offered. Now 
the question is whether the subsidiary acts performed in the animal sacrifice 
should be repeated in the offering of the Purodai^a cak^s ; the author says 
that the principle of Prasafiga comes into play and the repetition of the 
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injunctions are expounded by the refutation of fresh doubts in 
each chapter, similarly, since in the case of Brahman, that 
is to be known, tlicrc is a doubt as to the incompatibility 
of the injunction to Icnow, because of (Brahman) not beinp 
established by perception etc., the rttaramun3rpsa is com- 
menced for refuting that (doubt). 

Ill- This does not stand to reason. For, there being 
establishment of Brahman, in the .same way as of the yUpa 
(stake), the ahavanlya (fire) etc.j (by scripture), though not 
established by perception etc-, a separate inquiry is fntile- 

IV. Then it may be thought (thus) : In ‘He fashions 
the yTlpa (stake)’ etc., it is not that, with the stake as sub- 
ject, carpentering etc., are prescribed, in which case the estab- 
lishment of the form of the stake in ordinary expeidence 
would be needed. What then ? In order to make a stake, 
he fashions the basic material, the ebony etc., known from 
such (texts) as ‘The stake is of ebony' etc. ; thus the (barac- 
teristic of being what is to be brought about is cognised to 
belong to that stake-form, which is not known in ordinary 
experience; and this form, because of its application being 
seen in 'He ties the animal to the stake’ is known in its 
distinctive nature, viz., that the stake is a particular kind of 
stick which results from carpentering etc , and is the support 
for tying the (sacrificial) animal- Similarly (are to be under- 
stood) even the ahavanlya etc- (i.e., not as subjects about which 
some statement is made, but as things to be accomplished 

Rtibsidiarj" acts is not noedod in the Pasu-purodasa; though the performance 
of the subsidiary acts is in the animal sacrifice, yet it bcnofits indirectly 
the offering of the cakes made of animal flesh, as the text about it is read in 
connection with the animal sacrifice'* (Fandal, Mi7ndmiiS, Butras of Jaimini, 
p. clxviii). The subsidiaries here considered are the five fore'Sacriflces 
(prays jas). 
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through the scripturally stated means). But here there 
is not similarly, any means for the accomplishment of 
Brahman. Therefore the Uttaramlmaipsa has to be com- 
menced. 


V. Even this is not intelligible ; for, ev^en without the 
establishment of Brahman, the injunction of knowledge is 
intelligible when there is contemplation through an imposed 
form, just as in ‘The woman, verily, O Gautama, is lire. 
Therefore, because of the non-existence of any further doubt, 
the U ttaramiiniUiisa is not to be commenced. 

\T, Here, a section of the uplioldcrs of the final posi- 
tion state the further doubt thus. By that (aphorism) which 
says ‘Bharma is that sense which is of the nature of injunc- 
tion’' there has been shown the authoritativoncss ol injunction- 
And that is not possible in the ease of Vedantas like ' Exis- 
tence, only, dear onc’,'^whicb arc devoid of injunctions. Nor 
may it be said that there is syntactical unity for them with 
injunctions like ‘ That (self) is to be sought’’; for in the 
case of the tavya-suflix, which expresses the sense of an 
abstract noun or an object, there is no injuuotivcncss here. 
If it be said that the tavya-sullix is (used) in injunction too, 
even thus, an injunction is not possible hero, since the tavya- 
ouffi.x denotes the object, la tljc ease, however, of ‘ganlavyam 
(should bo gone to)’ etc,, because of the primacy of the (verbal) 
stem-sense, on account of the tavya-suflix signifying an act 
(bhavaua), injunction for the sake of an independent fruit 

I Cbitud,, V, 

3 PM., I. i, 

3 Ohand., VI. ii, 1 
^ Chaad., YIII* vii, X 
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btaiuls to reasou. If it be said that in ‘ One’s own Veda 
is to bo studied’ thoro is an injunction having the stem-sense 
(of study) for content, even from the tavya-suihx denotative 
of the object (as contrasted with the previous instance, where 
the tavya-suflis signified an act) let there be an injunction 
in that case for the sake of the fi’uit, i. e-, the attainment 
relating to one’s own Veda, that is yet non-attained (i.e. 
unlearnt). In tlie present context, however, is sight (know- 
ledge) enjoined in respect of Brahman that is the object, for 
the sake of an independent fruit (i.e. one attaching to the 
agent alone) or for the sake of a fruit relating to the object- 
eausal-correlate ? Not the first ; for the act of seeing, which, 
like pounding eU; , is auxiliary to the substance that is the 
object-causal-correlate, is not capable of being enjoined for 
the sake of an independent fruit- Not the second- Foi*, the 
fruit generated by an act in the objcct-causal-correlate is 
(one) of four kinds — origination, attainment, modification 
and purification- Of these, the (first) three kinds of fruit 
are not possible in respect of the beginningless, eternally 
attained, unchanging Brahman. Nor may there be doubted 
(the possibility of) purification consisting in the removal of 
impurities like ignorance, unrighteousness etc.; for, not as 
for the ghee which has been glanced at (by the sacrificer’s 
wife), is there any application elsewhere for the purified 
Brahman. 

VI [. Then (it may be said) an injunction is possible in 
rcsi)cct of the self, on the analogy of the flour (offered as an 
oblation). It is thus. Since it is declared in the topic con- 
cerning sacrificial rites that ‘ He is to offer flour as an obla- 
tion ’, it is understood of the flour-oblation that it is subsidi- 
ary to the sacrifice. Subsidiaries are of two kinds, (independent* 
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ly) fruitful rites and purificatory rites. Of these, the 
fore sacrificcs etc*, which are taken up independently without 
depending on (object-) causal-correlates, are (independently) 
fruitful rites; those which are auxiliary to causal-correlatcs 
like rice-grains are purificatory rites. Iferc; the IIour-oblaLiou 
is not an (independently) fruitful rite, since it is auxiliary 
to the material, viz-, flour, like sprinkling, which is auxiliary 
to the material, viz., rice-grains- Nor is it a purificatory rite. 
For purification is of two kinds, the purification of the 
enjoined and the purification of what is to be enjoined. 
This is how. The sprinkling etc-, enjoined in respect of the 
rice-grains as subject, wliich have l>ecn enjoined in 'He is to 
sacrifice with rice-grains’, is a purification of the enjoined; 
the ceremonial kindling etc-, enjoined for the resulting of the 
ahavaniya character for fire, in order to enjoin (later) that ‘Ho 
is to offer oblation in the ahavaniya,’ is a purification of what 
is to be enjoined. Here; in the case of the flour reduced to 
ashes by the oblation and (hence) of no service in respect of 
the sacrifice, no application is possible in respect of the 
sacrifice; hence neither kind of purification fits in here. 
Nor does the futility of the text about llouv”ol>1ation stand to 
reason, since it is comprised in the scope of the in junction 
to study (tlie Veda). Therefore, abandoning the primacy (of 
the flour) understood from tlie accusative sutlix in ‘saktun 
and adopting the seeondariness of the flour and the primacy 
of the act of oblation (as understood) from the trajisrormatiou 
into the instrumental case ‘ saktubhil.i it is shown that 
(the oblation) is an (independenth) fruitful rite. Similarly, 
even in ‘contemplate the selfk^ through a transformation 
of the suffix of the word ‘ atman let there be primarily for 
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the sake of an independent fvuit, only the act of contempla- 
tion, whoso auxiliary is the self- 

VIII. This (replies the Siddhilntaikadesin) is an illegiti- 
mate analogy. For, in the example, the flour, though instru- 
mental on a construction of the word, is in fact the object 
(of the oblation) ; for, the peculiar result produced by the 
act of oblation, viz., the change consisting in reduction to 
ashes, exists in the flour ; therefore, the use of the transitive 
verbal root in ‘ juhoti (offers as an oblation)’ stands to 
reason. In the case, however, of what is illustrated, if the 
self were in fact the object, then there should be stated one 
of the foxir kinds of the fruit of activity, viz-, origination etc-, 
and that (possibility) has been refuted. And if it be not the 
object, the use of the transitive verb-root in ‘ upaslta (con- 
template)’ is unintelligible. Now, in respect of the self, 
attainment as the fruit of activity is possible; for even in the 
case of what is eternally attained in respect of existence, 
there is non-attainment in respect of knowledge, prior 
to contemplation. This does not stand to j’cason ; 
for, being of the nature of self-luminous intelligence, it is 
eternally attained even in respect of knowledge. Therefore, 
because of the non-existence of injunctions, the Vediintas 
have a sense which is not intended; hence, in immediate 
succession to the inquiry into dharma, there results the 
ceremonial bath (to signify the close of the life of student- 
ship). Hence, in order to refute this further doubt, this 
same section of the upholders of the final position introduce 
the inquiry into Brahman thus: ‘Then, therefore the in- 
quiry into Brahman.’ 

IX. This is the idea — that in immediate succession to 
the io^uiry into dharma, there should be the inquiry into 
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Brahman, not the ceremonial bath. Nor is injunction non- 
existent in the Vedantas : for, just as in ‘ The mat is to be 
made’, so in ‘ The self is to be seen ’ an injunction is intelli- 
gible for the sake of the fruit relating to the object-causal- 
correlatc Purification, consisting in the removal of 
impurities like ignoi’ance, is, indeed, possible in respect of 
the self- Nor in the case of the purified self is an application 
elsewhere needed, as in the case of the ghee etc-, since it is 
itself the human goal, while application (elsewhere) is needed 
only in the case of the purification of what is not a human 
goal. Thus, therefore, there is the commencement of the 
Uttaramimarpsa in ordei’ to refute the further doubt consist- 
ing in. the non-existence of injunction in the Vedantas, and to 
establish the injunction to know- 


X. This view of a section of the upholders of the final 
position is not acceptable to the upholder of the prima facie 
view* It is thirs. When there is the further doubt con- 
sisting in the non-existence of injunctions, this is the 
ultimate argument urged at the end by this section of the 
upholders of the final position, viz., that there is no injunc- 
tion to know, since (the self) as of the nature of self-luminous 
intelligence, is attained even in respect of knowledge. That 
does not stand to reason. Just as, in ‘ Gold is to be worm 
the wearing of gold, which is (already) established for orna- 
mental purposes, is restrictively enjoined for the sake of 
prosperity, similarly, in the case of self-knowledge, though 
(already) attained, there is possibility of a restrictive injunc- 
tion for the sake of the fruit of release inhering in the agent 
(i.e-, the knower). Since there is also a possibility of the 
non-establishment of the wearing of gold, there may be a 
restrictive injunction in that case, while here, since, as of the 
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nature of intelligence, self-knowledge is eternally established, 
there is no restrictive injunction ; if that be said, then, for 
the sake of removing the presentation of the not-self (as the 
self), there may be an injunction of exclusion, with an unseen 
result. Therefore, a further doubt is not possible. 

XI. As for the fruit declared by that same section of the 
upholders of the final position, in the refutation of the 
further doubt, viz., the removal of impurities like nescience, 
that too is not sound- Is it that oi’dinary self-knowledge 
removes nescience, or super-normal self-knowledge ? On the 
first alternative too, the bare existence (of self-knowledge) 
does not remove that (ignorance) ; for, though the self is 
constantly cognised as T’, the removal of nescience is not seen. 
Nor (is there removal) on the strength of an injunction, for, 
in respect of the golden grains where co(>king is not possible, 
it is not possible to exhibit cooking in the principal sense, 
even on the strength of the injunction (to cook them). On the 
second (alternative) too, is it that that kind of self-knowledge 
is wholly non-established, or established in its generality, or 
(establi.shcd) specifically ? Not the first, since injunction is 
impossible in the case of the wholly non-established. For, 
even in the case of sacrifice etc., when foi* the person who 
has seen some sacrifice it is known through the general 
sacrificial character, it is only another particular sacrifice, 
which is similar to the particular sacrifice already seen and 
present in the intellect of the cogniser, that is enjoined ; for 
otherw’iBO, there is not the possibility of the cognition ‘ For 
me, this is what is to be done’- Not the second; for no 
particular (cognition) whatever has , been experienced before 
as possessing the general character of being super-normal 
self-knowledge. On the third (alternative) too, is it that 
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that kind of self-knowledge is established in its particularity 
in some other person or only in the cogniser of the injunc- 
tion, the eligible person ? Not the first; for establishment 
for another person is oK no service to the eligible person. 
Not the second: for, in the case of a thing established in its 
particularity for the eligible person, an injunction is futile. 
Thus, therefore, since the further doubt and tire refutation, as 
declared by this section of the upholders of the final position 
are unacceptable, it is not possible for them to declare of tlie 
Uttaramimiliusa that its purpose has not been already achieved. 

XII, Another section, again, of the upholders of the 
final position declare thus the non-achievement- of the pur- 
pose already. We do not, like those (others), state the further 
doubt to consist in the non-existence of injunctions in the 
Vedantas, in which case there would be the said defect ; but 
even while admitting injunction (to exist), (v.e state the 
further doubt) to consist in the non-establishment of 
Prahmau. It is thus. Though for the four forms (of 
injunction), tlie originative etc-, needed In- the injunction to 
know, ascertainment has been reached on the principles stated 
in the injunctions of ritual, yet, since Brahman that is to bo 
known is not exhibited by jierception etc., though capable 
of making known txi.stent objects, since tlie Veda which lias 
for its sole [lurport what is to be done cannot declare the 
true nature of the existent Brahman, and since on the con- 
templation of Brahman with an imposed form tluro is no 
possibility of the final fruit consisting in release, Brahman 
is certainly not to be contemplated ; in order to refute this 
further doubt, the Uttaramimaipsil is to be commenced. 

XIII. And here it (the doubt) is resolved thirs. The 
Veda does not have what is to be done for its sole purport. 
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for through the Vediintas whose purport is the injunction to 
contemplate, Brahman too is to be known; this is just as the 
sense of sight, which sets out to cause the cognition of colour 
causes the cognition of the (coloured) substance as well. Now, 
how is the injunction to contemplate the purport of the 
VedSntas ? What is called contemplation is not the imme- 
diate knowledge of Brahman; for this, which, as of the nature 
of the intuition of supreme bliss, is a fruit, cannot, like 
heaven, be enjoined. Nor is it verbal cognition, since no 
injunction is declared in respect of that. Indeed, no in- 
junction of this kind is declared anywhere, that cognition 
through verbal testimony is to be achieved. (To this objec- 
tion the reply is) not thus; for, texts like ‘That which is all 
this is this self', whose purport is injunction (to contemplate), 
culminate in the injunction of knowledge through verbal 
testimony, Nor may it be asked how this text has an in- 
junction for purport, since if the nature of the self be taken 
as the subject in ‘yadayamatma (that which is this self)’ 
and the nature of the world be predicated of it in ‘ tad idam 
sarvam (that is all this) ’ through the contingence of the 
self’s non-intelligence, there would be none to cognise the 
injunction, and since (furthei*) the self being of the nature 
of the (non-intelligent) world is not a human goal. For, 
taking as subject the world understood from ‘ yad idam 
sarvam (that which is all this)*’ there is predicated in ‘tad 
ayam atma (that is this self)’ what is certainly not known, 
viz., the nature of the self ; (further), by a consideration of 
texts like ‘not this, not this’, it is specifically ascertained that 
even by a negation of the world, the self alone is to be 
predicated. Though in ^That which is all this is the self ’ no 
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injunctioa is declared, yet an injunction may be assumed as 
in ‘Pagan is ho who has the well-kncaded portion’ etc. 

XIV. The upholder oC ih.e primii facie view does not 
accept the mode of commencement of the 4astra even according 
to this section (of the upholders of the final position)- It is 
thus. In ‘Pagan is he who has the well-kneaded portion 
on the (construction of the) compound as ‘ He to whom be- 
longs the well-kneaded portion’, the relation of material and 
deity that is cognised makes known the sacrifice inseparable 
from itself, and the sacrifice (makes known) what is insepa- 
rable from itself, viz., the niyoga (the apTlrva to be accomp- 
lished) that is the sense of an injunction ; thus, the injunctive 
sense being cognised (even) on the strength of what is 
expressly stated, merely for the sake of empirical usage (here 
facility in the use and comprehension of words), (the given 
text) is concluded (to mean) ‘The oflering of wbat is 
kneaded is to be made in respect of Pagan not thus 
is a relation of material and deity cognised here, on the 
strength of which an injunction may be assumed. Then 
it may be thought; “just as in' He is to sacrifice with 
the Visvajit’ etc., the sacrifice and the aptirva that are 
cognised posit, because of uniutelligibility otherwise, an 
intelligent being who desires heaven and is (thus) prompted, 
so here too, the intelligent self that is expressly declared 
posits the sacrifice and the apurva’’- That is unsound, since 
there is no unintelligibity; for, the intelligent being is seen 
in ordinary empirical usage, even in the absence of sacrifice 
and apUrva- If it be said that in the absence of an apurva, 
the rule of the entire Veda having karya (what is to be done) 
for purport would be unintelligible, even thus a niyoga can- 
not be assutned, since there does not exist any stem-sense 
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whatever which can establish that. If it be. said that that 
too may be assumed, then, is there assumed the sense of 
a single volition constant in all stem-senses like cooking 
and walking in the form ' Ho does cooking, bo does 
walking,’ or is there assumed the sense of a cognition, or 
both ? On the first, the form of the text would be ‘ that 
which is all this should be made this self’: and that being the 
case, there would result the impossibility of enjoining it. 
For, not even by the most skilled can a pot be made into a 
cloth. If, then, it be said that the making one into the form 
of another is seen in ‘Let us make these balls of kneaded floui' 
into lioiift’, even thus, the injunction here is imperfect because 
of the non-existence of viodu’i opcratidi. For, cahnuess etc., 
arc not of the nature of modus operandi in the dissolution 
of the world, since they are of the nature of modus operandi 
in respect of knowledge. Not the second; for though, on the 
strength of the injunction, the entire world be cognised as 
of the form of the self, the w'orkl-nature would not be 
removed. Indeed, in resp3ct of the woman etc., cognised as 
of the form of Gre etc.,' the nature of a w'oman etc,, is not 
removed. Not the third, because of the contingence of the 
defects of both the (above) positions- 

XV. Now, in the case of the woman and the Gre etc., 
there is a mental act, not knowledge; here, however, the world 
would be dissolved by the enjoined knowledge of the true 
nature of the self, since the man-nature, (of a post) is. seen to be 
dissolved by the knowledge of the true nature of the post: 
if this be said, then, as for the knowledge of the true . nature 
of the post, so, even for the knowledge of the true nature of 

1 In the oonlemplatlon prescribed in the hnowl-dge of the five fires, Cbftnd , 
V. vHi. 
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the self, Lbero Jihould be btated bomethiuy which brings it 
about and is other than the injunction; for knowledge of 
true nature, which is dependent on the thing (to be known), 
cannot be enjoined. If it be said that those words present 
in the Vedantas, which arc other than injunctive words, 
bring about that (knowledge), then, since knowledge results 
even from them, there is no need for the injunction. 

XVI. Even when cognition has been originated, 
there is enjoined again another individual cognition of the 
same kind. Nor is there futility of the injunction ; for, as 
in the mantras, the injunction again even of what is already 
established is not unintelligible. It is thus. In ‘ Svadhyaya 
is to be studied’, one’s own section of the Veda is denoted by 
the word ‘ svadhyaya Therefore, the mantras too which 
are included therein are understood as having to bo studied 
because of the injunction about svadhyaya. And they, having 
caused cognition of their own senses for him who has appre- 
hended the relation between words and word-senses, remain 
devoid of any fruit. Nor is the causing of the performance 
of their own sense the fruit ; for, their own sense, viz , the 
nature of the material and the deity, is not what can be per- 
formed. Nor is the causing of the knowledge of them (the fruit); 
for the material etc., signified by the mantras, are cognised even 
through the Brahmana texts* Therefore, when there results 
fruitlessness (for them), they are applied by sruti, lihga etc*, 
in the same way as rice-grains etc., in the relation of subsi- 
diaries to the rite that is fruitful. Thus in the Brahma^ia 
‘ With the aindrya (Indra-mantra), upasthana is to bo 
performed for the Garhapatya (fire)’ the cxpro.ss use (sruti) of 
the accusative suffix in ‘ garhapatyain ’ makes known the 
application of the mantra ‘kadacana starirasi ’ etc., to the 
upasthttna of the Garhapatya (fire), though its (the mantra’s) 
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capacity is to make known Intlra; for express nicutiou 
(sruti) is stronger than linga consisting in the capacity of 
what has been expressed. As for the mantra ‘ 1 cut the 
barhis as the seat for the deity it is applied because of the 
(significant) capacity of the mantra to the cutting of the 
barhis-grass. Similarly, various mantras are applied even 
through vakya, prakaraj^a, sthana and samakhya- And when 
there is the expectancy as to by what means these mantras 
help in the establishment of the apllrva of the principal (rite), 
it has to be assumed that it is through the recall of the 
niaterial, deity etc-, required for the performance (of the 
rite) ; for, when there is a seen helpfulness, the assumption 
of the unseen is unintelligible. Indeed, the recall of the sense 
is possible by mantras other than hum, phat etc., since the 
study of them (mantras) extends up to the knowledge of their 
souse. Though the remembrance of material, deity etc,, is 
possible through the Brahmaua texts, yet a special unseen 
result (adrsta) has to be assumed for the recall through 
mantras alone, because of the contingeucc of the futility of 
mantras othcrw ise ; and that is not consistent w ith what 
are knowm under the injunction to study. And this being 
the case, the procedural injunction, while causing help to 
the apnrva through all subsidiaries, causes through mantras 
the help which consists in cognition of their sense. Just as 
there the text of procedure caUses through the mantras the 
bringing about of a cognition, which is other than the 
cognition that arose at the time of study and is subservient 
to the apnrva, similarly, here tooj let there be brought about 
another individual Brahman-cognition subservient to release. 
Nor may it be objected that in what is illustrated there is not, 
as in the other, any procedural injunction ; for it is possible 
to postulate it. 
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XVII. Now, in every case of a rite which has been 
originated (i. c., whose form has been laid down), after the 
application, if there is relation to eligibility (i- e-, fruit), then, 
subsequently a procedural injunction is sought : here, how'- 
ever, in the absence of the three forms of injunction begin- 
ning with the originative, how can thei'e be the postulation 
of a procedural injunction even from the first ? If this be 
said, no : for, even the three forms of injunction beginning 
with the originative may easily be postulated here. It is 
thus. In the form ‘ Attain self-knowledge through the 
Vedilnta texts ’, there is assumed an originative injunction 
in making known the nature of the distinctive self-knowledge 
as through the instrumentality of the words of the Vedanta. 
Nor may it be said that the character of an originative 
injunction is not possible in respect of the cognition of the 
qualified, since the originative injunction makes known the 
bare nature ; for in ‘ He is lio sacrifice with the soma ’, there 
is admitted an originative injunction of the qualified. There 
indeed, after inquiring whether the word ‘soma’ is the name 
of a particular sacrifice or denotative of an auxiliary, it is 
determined that, since what is settled by convention to 
denote a particular creeper cannot be the name of a sacrifice, 
it denotes an auxiliary. Here, though the relation to the 
auxiliary is cognised when ^t is said ‘He is to sacrifice with 
the soma ’ just as in ‘ He is to offer oblation with curds 
yet because of the non •declaration of a distinct originative 
(injunction), as in ‘ He is to offer the agnibotra oblation,’ 
this should be admitted to be the originative injunction of 
a sacrifice q\ialified by the auxiliary, soma. Similarly, in 
the present case too, why should there not be an originative 
injunction of the qualified ? 
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XVIII. And this same originative injnnction, when 
considered, comes to take on the forms of the three forms of 
injunction, called those of application, eligibility and proce- 
dure. First, then, there being the desire to know how there 
is the self-knowledge made known by the originative injunc- 
tion, on the principle that ‘in the proximity of the fruitful, 
the fruitless is subsidiary thereto’^ calmness etc., which are 
mentioned in the topic of the fruitful self-knowledge and are 
(of themselves) fruitless, are applied as the modus operandi: 
because of (thus) making known a relation of principal and 
subsidiary, the originative injunction itself becomes an 
injunction of application. Thence, that same applicatory 
injunction, which has resulted, in the form ‘Achieve self- 
knowledge through the instrumentality of Vcdfinta texts as 
favoured by the modus operandi, calmness etc.’, is expectant 
of an eligible person, one who has the cognition ‘For me 
this is what is to be done’ in respect of the act together with 
the subsidiaries, imports as its fruit, on the analogy of the 
ratri-sattra, the release pi’escnt in the eulogistic passage, and 
becomes an injunction of eligibility in the form ‘He w'ho 
desires release is to achieve’. In the ratri-sattra, indeed, the 
eulogy is declared thus : ‘Those who perform the ratrls are, 
verily, well established’. Here, the eligible person has to he 
assumed, because of not being expresnsly declared. There is the 
doubt whether he should be he^who desires heaven or he who 
desires the establishment mentioned in the eulogy. This 
being the case, there results (primarily) he who desires 
heaven, on the analogy of the Visvajit. In ‘He is to sacrifice 
with the Visvajit’ there being the need for fruit, which is 
not expressly declared, it is settled by the aphorism “ ‘That 

I S&bara Bhasya, IV, iv, 19. 
aPM., IV, lii, 15 
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should be heaven, since it is non-distinctive in respect of all’ 
that heaven which is in some places declared to be the 
qualification of the person enjoined, should be assumed as the 
fruit even elsewhere, since there is no distinction in respect 
of all desiring heaven ; similarly, in the iTitri-sattra too, 
heaven is the fruit and he who desires it is the eligible person; 
when there results thisjpr/wa facie view, the final view is 
laid down thus by the aphorism:^ ‘(What is mentioned in the 
eulogy) is the fruit, says Atreya, because of its mention’ ; in 
the Visvajit etc., the fruit, sinee it is not declared in the 
originative (injunction), may be assumed to be heaven ; in the 
ratri-sattra, however, establishment alone, which is mentioned 
in the, eulogy, is the fruit ; for, there is the c.ognition of an 
injunction, through the text only togetlier with tlio eulogy; 
for the syntactical unity of eulogies with injunctions has been 
settled in the section on eulogies.- Therefore, just as ho, who 
desires the estahlishment mentioned in the eulogy, is the 
eligible person in respect of the rilbri-sattra, similarly he who 
desires the release mentioned in the eulogy ‘He who knows 
th(! .self crosses sorrow’^ is the eligible person (for self- 
knowledge) ; positing this (eligible [)crson) that (applicatory 
injunction) becomes an injunction of eligiblity. Thence, that 
itself, causing the achievement of time knowledge, with its 
subsidiaries, by the eligible pei’son, becomes the proccdui’al 
injunction. Therefore, on th^ strength of this procedural 
injunction, the Vedanta words, like the mantras, thiiugh 
primarily making known their own sense, the self, yet 
subsequently culminate in another individual cognition, 
which is subservient to the apUrvaand is enjoined. Nor may 

1 PM., i^ii, 18 
a PM., I, ii, 1—17 
3 Chflnd., VII, i, 3 
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it be said, ‘The mantras have purport only in respect of the 
cognition of what is subservient to the apnrva, since their 
own sense (i. e> material, deity etc.) is taught by the Brfihmana 
texts; in the case of the VedHintas, however, purport has to 
be declared in respect of their own sense too (i. e., the self), 
because of non-establishment otherwise ; therefore, there is 
no purport in respect of tlie enjoined cognition’: for, on the 
analogy of the construction of a canal, there is no contradic- 
tion in subserving both purposes ; this is just as they 
construct canals for agricultural pin'poses, and they take 
drinking water even from those (canals). 

■ XIX. Now, in the case of permanent canals etc., there 
may be the achievement of more than one purpose, whether 
simultaneously or in sequence, since that is cognised ; in the 
case of the word, however, there is no achievement in 
sequence, since nowhere is it cognised to function after an 
interval : nor is purport pevecptually cognised in I'cspect of 
two senses simultaneously ; and in assuming it by reasoning, 
the simultaneous application of two reasonings is not possible; 
if this be said, no ; for, in the texts about the fore-sacrifices, 
purport is admitted in respect of two senses- It is, indeed, 
admitted that the five texts 'sainidho yajati, tanunapatam 
yajati, ido yajati, harhir yajati, svilhakaram yajati’ make 
known the five fore-sacrifices as also the order of their 
performance- Tbci-cfore the Vedanta-words, having both 
senses like the texts about the fore-sacrifices, culminate, like 
the mantra.s, in what subserves the apnrva, i e-, in another 
individual cognition, which is enjoined. 

XX. To (all) this it is said (in reply). If the Vedantas 
intimate w'hat is enjoined, having their own sense for 
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purport wonld not be possible ; for, in the case of the injunc- 
tive texts about the woman and the fire etc., it is not seen 
that there is purport in respect of their own sense- Since 
the word-senses of 'woman’ etc- are established in ordinary 
experience, purport in respect of their own sense docs not 
exist there, while here, since both the injunction and Brahman 
arc beyond ordinary experience, the knowledge generated by 
the Vedanta may have both for purport ; if this be said, is it 
the individual cognition itself enjoined in the Vedantas that 
gives knowledge of the nature of Brahman, which is the sense 
of the Vedantas, or is it another individual cognition (which 
gives this knowledge)? On tlic first, there is for Brahman the 
coutingeucc of contradiction consisting in a three-fold 
conflict (of attributes). Being the principal, being the upadeya, 
and being the enjoined — these constitute one set of three 
(attributes) ; being secondary, being the uddesya, and being 
what is re-stated — these constitute the other set of three. Of 
these, since the cognition which gives knowledge is for the 
sake of what is known, Brahman which is known is the 
principal. Similarly, when there is the need (to know) ‘the 
knowledge of what’, since in the form ‘knowledge of Brahman’ 
it is that which distinguishes the enjoined knowledge, 
Brahman is secondary. Similarly, since Brahman, the content 
of the pramana, as associated with the special result gcnei'ated 
by the validity (pramanya), >s that which is to be esta- 
blished, it is the upadeya. Similarly, since it is established by 
its own nature. Brahman is the uddesya. Similarly, since 
Brahman, that is now the content of the pramana, is admitted 
to have been unknown before, it is that which is enjoined ; 
similarly, since Brahman that is now the uddesya (the subject) 
is already known, it is what is re-stated. Thus, therefore, on 
the first alternative that the enjoined cognition itself makes 
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known Brahman, contradiction is unavoidable. Let there be 
then the second alternative that the first cognition arising 
from the Vedautas has Brahman for purport} and that the 
second cognition being wliat is enjoined has the injunction 
for purport. Even this view is not satisfactory; for, if the 
word does not have two purports, the cognition generated 
thereby, though originating more than once, cannot intelligi- 
bly have two purports. Nor docs the word have two purports, 
since the example of the texts about the fore-sacrifices will be 
refuted (later on) ‘. 

XXT. Now, the contingence of contradiction does not 
import a defect : for, otherwise, the injunction of au.xiliary 
rites would be unintelligible. It is thus. Auxiliary rites are 
rites which are for the purpose of purifying causal correlates, 
like rice-grains, that are subsidiary to the (principal) rite. 
Here, in the case of the rice-grains, there exist the (charac- 
teristics oO gupatva, uddei5yatva and anuvadyatva, consisting 
in their being for the sake of another, being established, and 
being known ; because of being causal correlates in respect of 
the sacrificial act, there is being for the sake of another ; 
because of being known by other evidence (than that of 
scripture!, there are the (characteristics of) being established 
and being known. Similarly, because of the act of sprinkling, 
there are possible for the ricc»graias, the (characteristics of) 
pradhiinya, upiidoyatva and vidbeyatva, consisting in being 
the principal, being what is to be accomplished and being the 
not (already) known ; because of sprinkling being for the sake 
of the rice-grain.s, there belongs to rice-grains the charac- 
teristic of being the principal : because of their non-establish- 
ment earlier in the form possessing the excellence generated 
rseepara XXVI. 
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by the sprinkling, there are the (characteristics of) being 
what is to be accomplished and being what is not (already) 
known. Of these, the set of three, called guRatva, uddesyatva 
and anuvfldyatva, is cognised from the word ‘vrihi (rice-grains)’. 
The set of three called pradhanya, upadeyatva and vidheyatva, 
is cognised through the accusative suffix which is significant 
of the excellence generated by the act of sprinkling. There- 
fore, the contingence of two conflicting sets of three 
(attributes) is unavoidable in a single cognition of au-^iliary 
rites like the sprinkling of rice-grains: hence this (contingence) 
dees not import defect. 

XXII. If this be said, not so. The excellence generated 
by the act there is known not from the suffix; but (it is) 
known from the unintelligibility otherwise of the injunction 
of an act for the sake of the rice-grains. Therefore in the 
knowledge from the word, there are cognised only gunatva* 
uddesyatva and anuvadyatva; but pradhanya, upadeyatva and 
vidheyatva (are cognised) through presumption ; hence, because 
of the difference in the cognitions, there is no contingence of 
contradiction here. If it be said that, then, in the present 
context too, there may be non-contradiction because of the 
difference between Brahman-cognition and the enjoined 
cognition, no ; for, not as in the case of rice-grains etc-, is 
other evidence possible in the •case of Brahman. Indeed, a 
difference in the effect is not possible in the absence of 
difference of causal aggregates- 

XXIII- Then it may be said: the aggregate of (Vedanta) 
words, other than the injunctive words, first declares the 
nature of Brahman, then generates a restated cognition 
thereof and through intimating of that cognition that it is 
the content of an injunction, attains syntactical unity of the 
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word with the injunctive word; Ibenoe ia establibhed the 
difference in pramauas. This docs not stand to reason ; for, 
prior to the syntactical unity of the word, authoritativeneas 
is not possible for the aggregate of words, which is in a 
sentence-form- If, then, a two-fold division be made into 
Brahman-texts and texts enjoining cognition, and a subsequent 
syntactical unity of the sentence be assumed as between 
arthavada (eulogistic or condemnatory) texts and injunctive 
texts, that is unsound; for, though, in the case of arthavadas 
which arc fruitless there is syntactical unity with the 
injunction, that is not possible in the case of the Brahman- 
text, which culminates of itself in a human goal. Then, since 
the initial verbal cognition, being mediate, is fruitless, since 
thus it has no causality in respect of the immediate experience 
that is the fruit, there should be enjoined the cognition that 
is the cause of that; therefore, for the Brahman ‘text, 
syntactical unity with that injunction stands to reason ; if 
this be said, then, like the rice-grains in respect of the 
sacrifice, there should be stated some instrunifutal causal 
correlate in respect of the enjoined cognition ; and that is not 
possible, since, in your view, verbal testimony stops with 
mediate cognition, and the senses etc-, do not have Brahman 
for their sphere. 


XXIV. Then, it may bo thought (thus): though for 
knowledge through verbal testimony there is not seen of 
itself causality in respect of immediate experience, yet it may 
bo possible on the strength of the injunction ; therefore* 
verbal testimony itself is the instrument in respect of the 
enjoined cognition. That docs not stand to reason. Is it 
the initial Brahman-cognition generated by verbal testimony 
that is enjoined, or is it the succession of cognitions in 
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respect of the Brahman known by that (initial) cognition? 
Not the first : for, the contradiction has been showm in the 
enjoined cognition being itself what establishes Brahman. 
Not the second, since the succession of cognitions is not 
declared (by sruti). If it be said that in ‘Contemplate as the 
self alone ’ ' etc., there is declared injunction of contem- 
plation, which is of the form of a airccession of cognitions, 
no : for, the purport of the text is to declare, in respect of 
the cognition naturally established, its super-normal content 
viz;., the self ; for, from the conjunction with ‘alone’ it is 
settled that the self is what is declared (not the subject of a 
declaration). That has been said : “The conjunction W'ith 
the w’ord ‘yat’, initial position etc-, are characteristic of 
the subject (uddesya): the word ‘ tat ’ and the word ‘ eva 
(alone)’ are characteristic of the predicate (up5deya)”. 

XXV. Nor is this text capable of declaring the self 
and the contemplation thereof, because of the contingence 
of sentence-split- Nor may the text ‘i.s to be contemplated’® 
enjoin contemplation ; for, this which occurs in the midst 
of texts declaring the self, has the praise of that for purport, 
because of the contingence of sentence-split otherwise. Now, 
because of the injunction of cognition in ‘ See the self in 
the self alone there is cognised the injunction of the succes- 
sion (of cognitions), since cognition is everywhere insepara- 
ble from a succession ; if this be said, no, since inseparability 
is not established ; for, in the case of one who has once seen 
an object in front, there is seen the sudden turning away 
of the face etc. Even thus, like the injunction of observances 

> BrU., I, iv, 7. 

2 Brh., II, iv, 6. 
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for the menstrual period, in the context of the darsa-puroa- 
mSsa, it is possible in the context of the self to enjoin 
contemplation, which is of the form of a succession (of cogni- 
tions); if this be said, even thus, since the succession, which 
is not a means of valid knowledge, cannot be the cause of 
immediate experience, there would not result any distinction 
from knowledge through verbal testimony. Nor may it be 
said that through excess of contemplation there is seen 
immediate experience in respect of a dead son etc-; for, there, 
the object not being in contact, the immediacy thereof is 
delusive* If it be said that causality in respect of immediate 
experience is declared of contempation by the text ‘ Being 
of purified intellect through the clarification of jnana, then, 
contemplating, he perceives that partless oneV “ot so. 
Here, the syntactical relation is not ' contemplating, he 
perceives’, in which case contemplation would be the cause 
of perception ; but it is ‘ contemplating, through the clarifi- 
cation of jnana (induced thereby) he perceives By the 
word jnana, here, the internal organ is denoted, on the 
etymology ‘ cognised by this Its clarification is concentra- 
tion ; and that is an auxiliary cause ; for in ordinary 
experience there is seen the need for the co-operation of 
mental concentration in the perception of a thing that is 
difficult to know* And thus, what is said is that in respect 
of the auxiliary cause, concentration of mind, contemplation, 
which is of the nature of a succession of cognitions, is an 
instrument* Nor may it be said that the syntactical relation 
thus with what is not expressed does not stand to reason : 
for, it is more consistent with parsimony to assume a 
difference in syntactical relation alone, rather than assume 
something unseen and unintelligible. Elsewhere, indeed, 
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it has not been seen that contemplation is the cause of 
immediate knowledge ; nor is it intelligible> since contempla- 
tion is not of the nature of a means of valid knowledge. 
But that in respect of intuition verbal testimony alone, which 
is a pramana, is the cause ha.s been established by the Siddha- 
ntin in the earlier varpaka, in the discussion of the attainment 
of knowledge, depending on the taddhita suffix (aupanisadain) 
in ‘ But (I question) about that (person) propounded in the 
Upanigads.’ ^ Therefore, neither for knowledge from verbal 
testimony nor for a sueces.sion thereof is there the possibility 
of being enjoined, as the cause of immediate experience. 

XXVI. As for what was said, that if the Vedantas like 
the texts about the fore-sacrifices be for the sake of both 
purposes, there wilt l)e both the teaching of Brahman and 
the culmination in another individual cognition, which is 
enjoined, that is foolish ; for the example is not established. 
Indeed, the fore-sacrifices alone are here known from verbal 
testimonj', while the sequence in their pcrforinancci is known 
through presumption. Now, the fore-sacrifices are not 
themBelve.s the sequence, for they are not denoted by the 
word ‘ sequence nor is it possible to demonstrate easily a 
sequence over aud above them, sine*', sequence is not seen 
in each forc-.sacrifice ; if it be said that, like conjunction, 
the sequence is located in nun-e than one, no ; for, in that 
case there is the contingence of simultaneity for the fore- 
sacrifices, as for what are in conjunction ; and if there he 
simultaneity, .sequence in production would be contradicted. 
Not so, for sequence, which is well know'n in oi’dinary 
experience, cannot be denied ; for the very reason that it is a 
sequence produced in time, there is no dependence on the 
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simultaneity of the loci- If sequence were not seen indepen- 
dently of reference to the adjuncts of place^ time and object, 
then, like the empirical usage ‘forest’ in respect of ti’ees 
with the same spatial adjunct, there may be the empirical 
usage of ‘ sequence ’ in I’espect of the fore-sacrifices having 
several pi'oximate instants for their adjuncts. If, then, 
because of things which have to be performed being of a 
nature not (already) originated, sequence as produced by 
place, time or object be not possible, then, let us associate 
with the things to be performed even the remembered sequence 
of the mention in the texts. Now, how is this sequence validly 
cognised as a qualification of what is to be performed, since 
there is nothing injunctive, in as much as, if the procedural 
tc.xt were injunctive of that, there would be reciprocal 
dependence, in that if that (sequence) were enjoined there 
would be the procedural injunction, and that if there were a 
procedural injunction there would be the po.stulation of an 
injunction of that (sequence) ? There is not this defect ; for 
sequence is validly cognised because of the unintelligibility 
(otherwise) of a single agent acting simultaneously in respect 
of several things. Therefore, since the texts about the fore- 
sacrifices have a single sense for purport, not through their 
example is it possible for the Vodantas to have two senses 
for purport. 

XXVII. As for the statement that through the Vedantas 
having contemplation for purport Brahman too is cognised, 
since by the sense of sight causing the cognition of colour 
there is seen the cognition of the substance as well, that too is 
ilnsound. As the sense of sight is apramana in respect of every 
object, even without the requirement of contact, not thus is 
verbal testimony a pramiina in respect of every word-sense : 
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but whore there is purport, there it is a pramai.ia, and 
(there too) only collectively. And thus, how can the Vediin- 
tas having injunction for purport make Brahman known ? 
Now, thus, then, let it be that the Vedanta words do not give 
valid knowledge about the nature of Brahman, but let them 
give knowledge of Brahman, merely as the content of the 
injunctive cognition generated by the injunctive woixl (i. e., 
suffix): as for the nature of Brahman, that may be established 
by presumption (from that), because of the unintelligibility 
of the enjoined cognition in the absence of the object of cog- 
nition, viz-, the nature of Brahman ; if this be said, great 
indeed is this skill of you long-lived ones in the inquiry into 
(interpretative) principles, which in respect of a single con- 
tent, called the nature of Brahman, says tliat the first 
cognition is not authoritative, while in respect of that same 
(content) the second cognition is authoritative, and that 
similarly, express scriptural statement is not authoritative, 
while presumption from what is expressly declared is autho- 
ritative- If then it be said that express declaration because 
of being subsidiary to injunction is not authoritative in 
respect of its own sense, while presumption from the expressly 
declared is, however, authoritative, because of not being 
subsidiary to any other, even Unis Uralnnaii could not be 
cstablisUcd bere ; foix as in ‘Contemplate speech as a cow ’ 
etc-, the enjoined cognition is Intelligible even in the absence 
of a real object of cognition. 1 f, resorting to the intrinsic 
validity (of cognition), Brahman be established from the 
enjoined cognition, even in the same way, why should not 
Brahman be cslablisbed from tlie initial cognition generated 
by words signifying wbat is existent ? Ami if that bo 
established, release being intelligible even with that much, 
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there is futility uf the injunction. Then, there would be 
assumption of unaocu fruit, when the enjoined cognition has 
an imposed content; in preference to that, a seen fruit 
consisting in valid cognition of the content is assumed ; if 
this be said, no : because of the contingence of conflict with 
all pram anas. Therefore, since it is impossible to import an 
injunction of kuowlege, which is thus wholly vicious, there 
is not a procedural text which causes the achievement of 
another individual cognition through such Vedanta {-texts) 
‘That which is all this is the self’^ in the same way as (there 
is a procedural text which) through the mantras (causes a 
cognition of material and deity other than that resulting 
earlier from the Brahmaiia texts). Therefore, not even for 
this section of the upholders of the final view is it easy to 
establish of the Vedrinta-inquiry that its purpose has not been 
already fulfilled. Now, in the case of the Vedantas learnt 
under the injunction to study, there would be futility, if they 
did not have dharina and Brahman for content : if this 
be said, not so- Though there is no Brahman because 
the Vedantas do not make known the nature of Brahman, 
which is an existent, yet there is no futility of the 
Vedantas ; for, the Vedantas arc admitted to culminate (1) in 
an originative injunction of the contemplation of the 
jiva-self, qualified by agency, enjoyarship etc, and known 
through the cognition ‘I’, as qualified by the known qualities 
of agency, enjoyership etc., and by all the unknown qualities 
mentioned in the Vedantas, such as internal rulership, 
Brahman-ucss etc., (2) in an applicatory injunction through 
importing modus operandi like calmness, eqanimity etc., (3) 
in an injunction of eligibility as relating to the person 
enjoined, viz., he who desires release, and (4) in a procedural 
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injunction, as causing the engagement of the eligible person 
in an act together with its subsidiaries* That being the 
case, since all the principles required by the injunctions have 
been explained even in the earlier Tantra, and since there 
is not seen any further doubt, the Uttaramlmanisa is not 
to be commenced at all. This is the prima facie view. 

XXVIII. Here we say (thus). Is it said of the Vedan- 
tas that they have the act of contemplation for purport, 
because of the non-existence of signification in respect of 
what is existent, or on the strength of statements of those 
like Jaimini ? The first of these will be refuted under the 
aphorism on harmony. Not the second ; for, the Vedantas 
have Dot been inquired into by Jaimini etc. For, in the 
aphorism ‘ Then, therefore, the inquiry into dharma’^ the 
section (adhikarapa) has been set forth by the commen- 
tator and others, as purporting to premise the inquiry 
into dharma alone, but not as purporting to premise the 
inquiry into the sense of the entire Veda. It is thus. 
The subject is the sastra of the inquiry into dharma. The 
doubt is whether that is to be commenced or not. For the 
sake of that, there is considered another matter — whether 
the injunction to study is for the sake of an unseen or a seen 
fruit. There results first that it is for an unseen fruit, since 
in respect of the means to a seen fuit, like eating etc., 
injunction is not seen. In respect of one’s own Veda, the 
object of the act of study, seen fruit is possible, in the form 
of purification and attainment; how (then can the study be) 
for the sake of an unseen fruit? If this be asked, not so. 
Purification is not possible, since of one’s own Veda as 
purified no application is seen in any rite. Nor even 
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attainineuti (is possible); for, attainment which is of the form 
of merely apprehending the letters is not of itself a fruit and is 
not a means to any other fruit- If it be said that that is 
a means to knowing the sense, then, since the relation of 
end and means is established in ordinary experience between 
knowledge of the sense and the apprehension of the letters, 
there is futility of the injunction. If, in the absence of a 
fruit relating to the object-causal-correlatc, there be no 
possibility of an injunction having the object as principal 
(being signified) through the tavya suffix, which denotes the 
object, then^ on the analogy of the flour> let us assume a 
change (of sufiix) into ‘ adhiyita ’ (meaning let him study 
with the Veda, the Veda being now in the instrumental, not 
the accusative case)- Nor may it be asked how study could 
be for an unseen fruit, since the fruit is not declared. For, 
the stream of ghee etc., which, in the words ‘ He who recites 
the lik, for his fathers the food becomes a stream of milk , 
he who recites the Yajus, (for his fathers the food becomes) 
a stream of ghee’, arc declared to be the fruit of recitative 
study of the form of Brabma-yajua (i- c. the daily recitation 
of an anuviika of one’s own Veda, after midday prayer), can be 
transferred (as tbc fruit) even to the initial study, because of 
similarity in respect of being study. Therefoi'e, on the analogy 
of the ratri-sattra? the injunction becomes ‘He who desires the 
stream of ghee etc-, is to study with his own Veda’- If some 
do not recognise the transfer of fruit from the arthavada 
passage, then, on their view, heaven is to be assumed (as the 
fruit) on the analogy of the Visvajit- That has been said: 

‘ Since the seen (fruit) results even without an injunction, it 
is not for the sake of that; but heaven is to be assumed on the 
strength of the injunction, as in the case of the Visvajit etc.’^ 
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Nor may it be asked what, even if it (the stndy) he 

for an nnseen result, is the loss in respect of the 

natural capacity (of the Vedic words) to make known 
their own sense; for, if even what is for another purpose 
were purportful in respect of its own sense, there would be 
undue extension in the case of mantras, arthavadas etc. 
(wliich should be admitted to he purportfnl in respect of their 
own sense). Therefore, since srnti has a sense which is 
not intended, since dharma is not the content of perception 
etc., and since inquirj'. which consists in argumentation 

auxiliary to a pramiina, has no basis in the absence of any 

pramilna, to which it is an auxiliary, the ^Bstra is not to he 
commenced- When there results i\\\^ prima f acie view, we 
declare the 6nal view (as follows). 

XXIX. ‘ When a seen fruit is obtained, there is no 
(justification for the) assumption of an nnseen fruit: as for the 
injunction, there will he no futility, since it is for the pur- 
pose of restriction.’ ‘ Indeed, in respect of the object-causal- 
correlate. one’s own Veda, there result two kinds of seen 
fruit generated by the act of study, vi/,., attainment (i. c. 
learning) which is the cause of the knowledge of a fruitful 
sense, and purification- Thougli the relation of end and 
means be established in ordinary experience between know- 
ledge of the sense and the ap’prehension of the letters, there 
is no futility of the injunction, since it is for tlic sake of 
restriction (of the means). Nor is it that for the purified 
(Veda) there is no application, since application is e.stahlished 
even on the evidence of presumption (upilditna) from the 
injunction of rites. For, the injunction of ‘a rite, being in 
need of the knowledge relating to its content (the rite). 
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postulates as the generator thereof one’s own Veda as purified 
(by study). Now, the evidence of presumption postulates 
one’s own Veda alone as the generator of knowledge, not the 
purification; if this be said, true; yet, even because of the 
capacity of the injunction to study, which has the object (the 
Veda) as the principal, it is assumed that the sacrifice 
generates the unseen result (apurva) when performed only 
by him who has the special knowledge generated by his own 
Veda as purified (by study). In the case of study, though 
like the ceremonial kindling (of fire) it is not a subsidiary, its 
being helpful to sacrifice is not contradicted. Therefore, on 
the strength of both injunctions (of the sacrifice and of study) 
there results an intended sense (for the Veda)- And thus, when 
there is the possibility of a seen fruit, in conformity with what 
is expressly stated and present in the object-causal-correlate, it 
is illegitimate to assume instrumentality on the analogy of the 
floor and to assume an unseen fruit. Now, by the tavya-suffix 
there is expressly denoted an unseen result associated with 
the study which is signified by the stem ; but (this result) is 
not assumed ; if this be said, not so- The tavya-suffix, that 
denotes an unseen result, would denote the unseen result 
only as present in one’s own Veda, not as present in the 
study, since the tavya-suffix has for purport one’s own Veda, 
which is the object (and not the act). Though there is a 
rule that the unseen result is generated by the stem-sense, 
there is no rule as to being associated therewith; hence its 
being present in one’s Veda is oncontradicted- Now, if 
one’s own Veda have an unseen result, there would not be 
the possession of an intended sense, as in the case of mantras 
etc., applied for some other result (besides their own signi- 
ficance) such as counter-acting poison ; if this be said, no. 
If that were so, since even the text injunctive of study would 
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not have an intended sense, thei*e would not be established 
even such a view as yours that injunction of study has an 
unseen result- 

XXX. Then it may be said : ‘ In the case of the text 

about study, its being for an unseen result is not an obstacle 
to that (text) intending its (own) sense ; for, the text about 
study is applied by the injunction to study only in respect 
of the sense of its own text, viz., the productive operation 
leading to the fruit defined by study ; indeed, even in the 
case of mantras, the bare fact of (their) being applied is not 
the cause of their having an unintended sense, but (their) 
being, applied to something other than their own sense : and 
the text about study is not applied to something other than 
its own sense : therefore in the case of this which has its 
own sense for purport, how can there be the possession of 
an unintended sense ? The texts about the jyoti^itoma etc., 
however, are applied by the injunction to study to some- 
thing other than their own sense, consi.sting in the pro- 
ductive oiieration leading to the fruit defined by sacrifice 
etc., i. e. to the productive operation leading to the fruit 
defined by study; therefore, for one’s own Veda, (in this 
part), which, like mantras, is applied to something other 

(than its own sense) and is for an unseen result, the obstacle 

* 

to (its own) sense being intended is difticult to avoid- ’ This 
does not stand to reason. The intention of (one’s own) sense 
is not obstructed by (the text) being for an unseen result ; 
for though there may be the doubt of obstruction somehow, 
in the case of the unseen result that is independent (of the 
object-causal-correlate) and generates fruit like heaven with- 
out any dependence (on the object-causal-correlate), there 
is not that (doubt) here. Here, indeed, in order to account 
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for the cognition of objectness in relation to one's own Veda, 
there should necessarily be assumed an rinseen result present 
in the object; and since its fruit is ex])ccted only through 
the channel of the object, the knowledge of sense resulting 
from the capacity of the letters may itself be that fruit- And 
thus, here, the unseen result is not an obstacle to the in- 
tention to declare (its own) sense, but on the contrary is 
certainly helpbil (thereto). When an unseen result relating 
to the object is unavoidable and when that tinseon result 
has fulfilled itself by the origination of fruit consisting in 
knowledge of the sense, it is not possible to assume over and 
above these an independent unseen result nr its fruit, because 
of the contingence of prolixity. Nor docs application to 
something else obstruct the intention of (its owm) sense; 
for, in the case of mantras, thongh applied to something 
else, there is seen the making known of the sense established 
by their own capacity ; otherwise, in the case of the material, 
deity etc., which are capable of being recalled even through the 
texts of the Brilhmanas etc., how could the injunction with a 
restrictive fruit, to recall them througli the mantras alone, be 
reconciled? That has been said : ‘The capacity of the mantra 
to aflirm (its own sense) is not removed by the injunction ; 
this (capacity) of itself affirms (the sense) and because of the 
injunction it recalls (the sapie sense).’ Therefore, the 
silstra of the inquiry into dharma, which sets out in 
dependence on the scripture that intends its own sense, 
and which is helpful to (the understanding of) that, should he 
commenced. Thus, therefore, In* the consideration of the 
section relating to the commencement of the Prirvamim!lnisfl, 
it is understood that the first aphorism sots out to show that 
the entire Veda intends its own sense and that there is occa- 
siop to inquire into dharma alone, but not to premise an 
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inquiry into the sense ul the entire Veda. Now? I'rom the 
capacity ol sucli words of the commentary as ‘Inquire into the 
the Veda’ there is understood the inquiry into the entire 
sense of the Veda- Not so ; for the opinion underlying that 
is not understood by you- Indeed, the commentator, after 
mentioning the established nature of dhanna in respect of its 
general character and the disputes in respect of its particular 
natiu’e, states the 2}rima facie view tliat, since obeisance 
to the caitya (sacred fig tree) etc- are dharma, only the 

stat(?ments of the Buddha etc. are to be inquired into and 

thus introduces tlie aphorism stating the final position, after 
giving out its meaning ; “Causing the inquiry into the Vedic 
texts, for the sake of dhanna, in order to show that the 

Veda intends (its own) sense and that tlrerc is occasion 

for inquiry, -Jaimini made the aphorism ‘Then> tlierefore, the 
in(iuiry into dliarma’ Therefore, from a consideration of 
what goes before and after, it is ascertained that what is 
intended by the commentator is the in«iuiry into dharma 
alone. And this is the meaning of the aphorism: immediately 
after the study of the Veda, since the Veda which intends 
(its own) sense is the cause of inquiry, there should be 
uudertaken the inquiry into dharma- Even here, when by 
the word ‘atha’ is mentioned the antecedence of the study of 
the entire Veda and by the word ‘atah’ there is stated as the 
cause the entire Veda iutcndiilig (its own) sense, that which 
results as what is premised is only the impiiry into the sense 
of the entire Veda, because of the discrepancy otherwise 
between the result premised and the cause ; though this be 
so, yet it is undei'stood that the inquiry into the sense of 
part alone of the Veda is intended by tlic aphorist who in 
premising (the inquiry) abandons the -w’ord ‘Veda’, and uses 
the word ‘dharma’. And it stands to reason that dharma 
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alone is what is inquired into. For, in ordinary experience, 
that which is doubted and is fruitful is the subject of inquiry; 
and dbarma is subject to doubt, since it is established in its 
general nature in worldly usage, and since there is disagree- 
ment among disputants in respect of its particular nature, 
whether it is performance of agnihotra or worship of the caitya 
etc.; and as instrumental to the happiness sought by men it 
is fruitful ; hence it is fit for inquiry. As for the sense of 
the Veda, it is not established in its general character, prior 
to the declaration of the authoritativeness of the Veda- For 
the same reason it is not disputed about in respect of its 
special character. Nor is it understood to be instrumental to 
a human goal. How, then, is there for it the fitness to be 
inquired into ? Nor may it be said ‘It is only of the sense of 
the Veda, such as agnihotra, that establishment by inquiry 
is admitted even by you’; for (the inquiry into these) is 
admitted as prompted only by their character of dharina (not 
the character of Vedartha). Nor is there the said defect of 
discrepancy: for, what is inquired into, i. c- acts of dbarma 
like agnihotra, being by chance the sense of the Veda too, 
the discrepancy is remedied. Therefore, the first aphorism 
has for purport the inquiry into dharma alone. 

XXXI. Similarly, even the second aphorism ‘ Dharma 
is that sense (of the Veda) which is characterised by injunc- 
tion’* makes known the inquiry into the sense of a part alone 
of the Veda- Here, from the express sentence ‘ What is 
characterised by injunction, that is dharma’, the aphorism has 
for purport the definition of dharma ; and by implication, 
there is the statement of the means of valid knowledge ; thus 
say the Prabhakaras- The followers of the Vartikakara say 
that, on the construction ' What is dharma, that is what is 



li, xxxiij 


SECOND VABiNAKA 


263 


chai’auterised by injunction ’ the mention of the means of 
valid knowledge is [udmary and that the definition of dharma 
is by implication. Here, on both views, if the entire Veda 
taught dharma alone, then it should have been said ‘Dharma 
is that which has the Veda as its means of valid knowledge.’ 
It is understood, however, that the aphorist in saying 
‘characterised by injunction’ holds part alone of the Veda to 
have dharma for purport. 

XXXII. Be it thus : the use of the word ‘injunction* 
is not for the sake of making known that part (alone) of the 
Veda has dharma for purport; but it is for the sake of indi- 
cating that the artha-bhavana (fruitful productive operation) 
consisting in human effort culminates in a human goal. It 
is thus. There is what is called bhavana (productive opera- 
tion) associated with the three elements — what is to be 
accomplished (bhavya), the instrument (karapa) and the 
modus operandi (itikartavyata) ; for it has been said by the 
Preceptor Bhatta that bhavana is that which is perfect with 
the three elements — tohtU, wherewith and how- And that is 
of two kinds — artha-bhavana and f5abda-bhavana. Of these, 
human effort is artha-bhavana. Some say that suffixes like 
lib, as qualified by the three elements, are themselves ^abda- 
bhavana. That has been said : ‘The suffix that is complete 
with what is required, viz.’ the what etc., is capable in 
respect of injunction ; the text which prompts through that 
is called codaiut in this sastra’ Others say that the 
operation of suffixes like lih, consisting in the prompting of 
the person, is fjabda-bhavana. Yet others say that the attribute 
of suffixes like lifi, consisting in the capacity to prompt the 
person, is sabda-bhavana. In all three forms of sabda-bhavantt, 
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it is only the artha-bhavanu, of the nature of human oU’ort, 
that should be understood as what is to be aeeomplished ; the 
instrument is but the eoynition which gives knowledge of 
the sabda-bhilvana ; the nwdus operandi is the cognition of 
arthavadas etc., eulogistic or condemnatory. Nor is it that 
there is no word expressing sabda-bhilvana ; for, of what 
terminates in suftixes like lin, though it denotes artha- 
bhavana (human effort) through the general verbal character 
(akhyatatva) , yet in its special character as optative etc-, 
there is admitted the denotation of sabda-bhavaua too. That 
has been said : ‘Lih etc- certainly denote another, the abhidha- 
bhavana (i. c. sabda-bhavana) (too) ; the other, however, 
i. c* artha-bhilvanil, is understood from all verbal forms’ *. 
‘They certainly denote the abhidha-bhavana too’ — this is the 
construction. Now, in the words ‘Its instrument is the know- 
ledge of the relation’, the knowledge of the relation of end and 
means as between heaven and the sacrifice has been said to be 
the instrument, by Mapdanacarya ; therefore, instrumentality 
does not belong to the cognition that gives knowledge of the 
sabda-bhavana; if this be said, no ; for both are instruments, 
since two instruments are seen in ‘pierced by the hand with 
the arrow’ etc., and since the cognition of the sabda-bhavana 
is equipped with the characteristic of instrumentality, in 
as much as its definition is that the instrument is that cause 
of what is to come about which is favoured by the modus 
operandi', and since the cognition of sabda-bhavana, being 
favoured by the cognition of eulogy etc., is the cause of what 
is to come about, viz., human effort, because it is a prompting 
cognition, why should it not be an instrument? This sabda- 
bhavana possessing the three elements, while prompting a 
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person in respect of what is to be accomplished by itself, i. e. 
the artha-bhavanil consisting in human effort, is called codana ; 
for the word ‘codana’ comes from the root ‘cud’ meaning ‘to 
prompt’. And this codana-prompting does not resiilt unless 
the artha-bhavanil has a human goal for content, since man 
does not engage in activity in respect of what is not a human 
goal. ‘Now in“yaieta (he is to sacrifice)”, in the case of the 
artha-bhavana understood from the lih-suffix, it should bo said 
that the sense of the stem (i. e- the act of sacrifice) is what is 
to be accomplished, since it is most proximate, being conveyed 
by the same word; and that is of the nature' of exertion 
(which of itself is not a human goal) ; how, then, can it be 
that the artha-bhflvanfi has a human goal for content?’ If 
this be asked, it is said (in reply) ; it is because of this same 
unintelligibility that we abandon the sense of the stem and 
assume heaven, the qualification of the eligible person, though 
conveyed by a different word, as what is to be accomplished. 
And thence result the three elements of the artha-bhavana, 
vix., heaven etc*, as what is to be accomplished, the sense of 
the stem (i. e., the act) as instrument, and the fore-sacrifices 
etc., as the wodM.9 operandi. Thus, therefore, in order to 
indicate of the artha-bhavanS that it culminates in a human 
goal, there is the use by the aphorist of the word ‘codana’ 
signifying the sense of prompting, but not in order to indicate 

t 

that a portion alone of the Veda has dharma for purport. 

XXXIII. This is unsound ; for even if the word ‘Veda’ 
had been used in the aphorism, there would be established in 
the case of artha-bhavanSs, their culmination in a human 
goal. It is thus. In ‘One’s own Veda is what is to be studied’ 
the function of the tavya-sufflx (‘is to be') is fiabda-bhavana. 
And that, being related to what is to be accomplished, viz., 
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the artha-bhUvanai consisting in human effort whose content 
is study, having for instrument the cognition relating to 
(the sabda-bhavana) itself, and having for modus operandi 
the cognition of arthavadas etc., relating to such fruit of 
study as the stream of ghee (flowing as food for one’s fathers), 
originates the artha-bhavana consisting in human effort, 
which has study for its instrument, is related to one’s own 
Veda as what is to be accomplished, and has for modus operandi 
such things as facing the east. Here, the sabda-bhavana, being 
incapable of originating that artha-bhavana unless one’s own 
Veda that is to be accomplished is the cause of generating fruit- 
ful cognition, posits indirectly, in the case of the kratu-bhava- 
nas denoted by Tvords like lin present in one’s own Veda, that 
they relate to heaven etc. Therefore, even from the capacity 
of the injunction to study, it is established of the Veda that 
it declares bhavana whose content is some distinctive fruit; 
hence since the sense intended results even from the use of 
the word ‘Veda,’ not for that purpose is the use of the word 
^codana’ needed in the aphorism ; on the contrary, for you 
who say that the entire Veda has dharma for purport, that 
(word) is certainly a hindrance ; for, when the word ‘codana’ 
is used, there may be the doubt that dharma is the purport 
of injunctive texts alone, not of the others, the Vedanta texts* 
but that these have some other sense as purport : similarly 
even in the case of injunctive statements in ordinary experi- 
ence it may be doubted that dharma is the purport ; to exclude 
both of these (doubts) it follows that in your view, the word 
‘Veda’ alone should have been used in the aphorism. If it be 
said ‘By him whp premises the inquiry into dharma in 
immediate succession to the study of the Veda and says 
“characterised by codiina” Vedic injunction alone is understood 
to be intended,’ no; for, in the first aphorism, there is not 
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the specific qualification ‘in immediate succession to the 
study of the Veda’ ; for, in confoT'mity with this (second) 
aphorism, thei’e is the contin^ence of the assumption there 
too of immediate succession to all injunctions. Nor is undue 
extension remedied by the word ‘Veda’ oceurrinf’ in the Veda- 
section, in the aphorism ‘The Vedas, some say, are of recent 
date etc.’ ; ^ for the Veda-section is too far removed (from 
this aphorism). Therefore, because of the vi<'w of the apho- 
rist, the commentator, and the author of the VUrtiha, that 
the use of the word ‘cod.an.a’ is for excluding (ihe possibility 
of) the Vedilntas having dharma as purport, it follows that 
the Vedantas have Brahman alone as purp(^rt. Nor because 
of the Bhilsya-statement ‘Its sense is, indeed, seen to be the 
imparting of knowledge about ritual’ is it established that the 
entire Veda has dharma for purport ; for, this general state- 
ment of the Bhilsya has to be ascertained in conformity with 
the speclfu! statements occurring under the first and second 
aphorisms- Indeed, that Bhilsya-passago, on a consideration 
of what goes before and after, stops merely with the Veda 
having a sense: therefore, it excludes non-conjunction, con- 
sisting in not imparting knowledge of ritual, but not the 
conjunction with another, consisting in imparting knowledge 
of Brahman. 

XXXIV. Now, from tho aphorism ‘Since scripture is 
for the sake of ritual, there is futility of what is not for that 
purpose’-^ there is futility of what is unconnected with 
ritual ; if this be said, not so- Futility, now, is not the non- 
existence of (any) denotation ; for, the denotation is shown 
in the BhUgya-iJassage ‘Even, thus, they restate an existent 
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thing.’ Nor is it the non-existence of fruit ; for though in 
the case of arthavflclas like ‘He howled’ there is no fruit in 
the absence of syntactical unity with an injunction, in the 
case of the Vedfintas the declared fruit cannot be got rid of. 
Hence it is that in this section (of arthavildas) there are cited 
only arthavridas occurring in the ritual contexts, but no 
Vedflnta-text whatever is cited. Thus therefore it is esta- 
blished according to the Bhatta system that the Vedantas 
have a purpose not (elsewhere) accomplished. 

XXXV. Now, the Prftbhrikaras, however, state the 
commencement ©f the silstra thus. The injunction to 
study does indeed enjoin inquiry ; and that, being expec- 
tant of one’s own Veda culminating in fruit, w'ould only 
enjoin the inquiry into the Veda, not the inquiry into 
dharma. Nor is it that there is no knowledge in general 
in respect of the sense of the Veda; for, in the case of 
him who has studied the Veda with its subsidiary disciplines, 
there does exist a superficial knowledge of its sense- Nor 
does there not exist conflict about the particulars ; for in 
‘He who desires cattle is to sacrifice with the udbhid’ etc., 
there is doubt as to the specific character of the statement, 
such as w'hether in respect of him v.’ho desires cattle (as the 
subject) the sacrifice is enjoined (as predicate) or whether in 
respect of the injunction of the^ .sacrifice (as the subject), the 
desire for cattle is (predicated as) the qualification. There- 
fore, for the section ‘Then, therefore, the inquiry into dharma’^ 
the content is the inqtriry into the sense of the Veda. The 
doubt is whether that is to be undertaken or not- It follows 
first that it is not to be undertaken, since there is no prarnSna 
on which it i.s based. If it be said that inqtiiry is based on 
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scripture, no •, for scripture, bcinf^ subsidiary to the injunc- 
tion to teach, cannot intend its own sense. If it bo said that 
scripture cannot possibly be subsidiary to teaching, since 
there is nothing which makes this application (of principal 
and subsidiary), no ; for, subsidiarincss due to being the 
])rompted cannot be avoided. Study, since its practice is 
prompted by the injunction to teach, becomes subsidiary to 
that; and that study consisting in utterance has to be 
brought about by one’s own Veda which is to be uttered ; 
therefore, the injunction to teach, which prompts study, 
prompts also scripture, which is its auxiliary ; and since 
being prompted, it is a subsidiary, it does not intend its own 
sense- If, then you think, ‘Not merely because of being 
prompted is there subsidiarincss, since being prompted is 
possible even in the case of an auxiliary (like iidhana, the 
ceremonial kindling of fire) which is not a subsidiary ; there* 
fore, there is no failure of intention in respect of its own 
sense, as in the case of mantra texts used to counteract poison 
etc.,’ then, we make out in another way the failure of inten- 
tion in respect of (its own) sense. Since, in the injunctive 
text about one’s own Veda, an unseen result is declared by the 
tavya-suflix, there is understood of one’s own Veda subsidia- 
rincss to that (apurva). Though for study prompted by the 
injunction to teach there results subsidiaiuncss in respect of 
teaching too, since in the case of the fore-sacrificcs etc., 
prompted by the sacrifice, there is seen subsidiarincss to the 
sacrifice, yet it is not possible to do away with the primarily 
understood subsidiarincss to the unseen result. And there- 
fore since in the case of one’s own Veda, the subsidiary to an 
unseen result, there is failure of intention in respect of (its 
own) sense, the inquiry into the sense of the Veda is not to 
be commenced. When this prima facie view results, we 
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(Priibhakaras) state the final position (thus). The subsidiari- 
ness of study to teaching, on the strength of being proHijited 
(by the latter), does not stand to reason : for, in the case of 
the ceremonial kindling prompted by the subsequent sacrifice, 
there is not seen subsidiariness thereto ; in the case of the 
fore-sacrifices etc., subsidiariness is established by such 
evidences of application as prakarai.ia ; here, however, there 
is no such evidence. That study is for the sake of an unseen 
result is not, however, an obstacle to the intention of sense; 
for, the unseen result being denoted by the tavya-sullix present 
in one’s own Veda, when there is the expectancy of a fruit 
(for that apUrva), because of the unintclligibility of assuming 
what is unseen when a seen (fruit) is possible, it is possible to 
assume that the fruit is the fruitful cognition generated by 
the capacity of one’s own Veda- Therefore, it is settled that 
there should be undertaken the inquiry into the sense of the 
Veda, which does intend its sense. And thus in the view of 
the Prabhakaras who thus i)remise the inquiry into the sense 
of the Veda, it is difficult to make out that the Vedantas have 
a purpose not (elsewhere) accomplished. 

XXXVT. To this it is said (in reply). Though the inquiry 
prompted by the injunction to study the entire Veda would 
have for its content only the sense of the Veda, yet because 
of the use of the word ‘dharma’ not explained otherwise, in 
the aphorism, the content comes to be (only) a part of the 
sense of the Veda. Not thus is there conflet with the injunc- 
tion to study : for, since the injunction which is general in 
form functions distinctly in respect of the study of each text 
and the inquiry into each text, its purpose is fulfilled even 
with the inquiry into a part of the sense of the Veda; this 
is just as for the injunction ‘See colour with the sense of 
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sight’ the purpose is fulfilled with the perception even of 
(any one colour, say) blue colour. Ifj then, it be (said) that 
there is a limiting down there because it is impossible to 
perceive all colours, here too, even because it is not possible 
for one who is not non- attached and is (hence) ineligible to 
inquire into the Vedantas, let there be a limiting down (of 
the inquiry to the injunctive texts). Nor thus is there a 
contingence of limitation in respect of study too : for non- 
attachment is not there a condition of eligibility- And if 
the inquiry be not restricted, the use of the word ‘dharma’ 
would be unintelligible, since only the words ‘inquiry into 
the sense of the Veda’ should have been used. If it be said 
that in order to indicate (its being) the human goal, the 
sense of the Veda is itself designated by the word ‘dharma’, 
no ; for, the word ‘dharma’ does not denote the sense of the 
Veda, since the word ‘dharma’ is applied by some even to 
what is not the sense of the Veda, e. g., worship of the caitya 
(sacred fig tree) etc. If, then, you think “The word 
‘dharma’ denotes what is established by co-presence and co- 
absence to be the means to beatitude ; and since the sense of 
the Veda is the means to beatitude, the word ‘dharma’ 
applies thereto,’’ in that ease. Brahman which is of the (very) 
nature of beatitude is not denoted by the word ‘dharma’ since 
instrumentality is absent therefrom. Therefore, inquiry into 
a part (alone of the sense of tlfe Veda) should be admitted. 
If noi, in order to include Brahman too, the words ‘sense of 
the Veda’ should be used in the aphorism. Nor may it be 
asked how there can be the inclusion of Brahman which is 
not apprehended oven in its general nature ; for, in the case 
of him who has studied the Veda with the subsidiary dis- 
ciplines, there is, of Brahman too as of dharma, a superficial 
apprehension prior to inquiry. And therefore, because of 
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the absence of the words ‘the sense of the Veda/ the first 
aphoi'isni has for content the inquiry into dhavma alone- 

XXXVII- Similarly, even the second aphorism, whoso 
purport is definition, has dharma for content, and does not 
have for content the sense of the Veda- A definition indeed has 
the object of refuting the delusion of the contingence of what 
is defined elsewhere (than where the definition applies). Here, 
if dharma be what is defined, there is refuted the delusion of 
its contingence in the worship of the caitya (sacred fig tree) 
etc-, since some get the delusion of dharma in respect of the 
worship of the caitya etc-, and dispute about it. Now, even 
in respect of the sense of the Veda, there are disputes, as to 
whether the sense of the Veda i.s characterised by arthavilda 
etc-, or whether it is characterised by injunction : there- 
fore in order to refute these, definition may be stated; if 
this be said, then, the definition in the aphorism should 
be stated in the form ‘The sense of the Veda is what i.s 
characterised by injunction for, if the word ‘^dharma’ be 
used, the refutation of disputes about the sense of the Veda 
would come to be what is not declared (in the aphorism). 
If it be said that the word * dharma ’ has been used only 
with the intention to signify the sense of the Veda, no ; 
for, the former does not denote the latter. Nor does the 
word ‘ dharma ’ secondarily imply the sense of the Veda : 
for in wholly exclusive implication there is the contingence 
of the sense of the Veda being what is not dharma ; for, 
in the case of the bank etc-, which are other than the denoted 
and are secondarily implied, it is seen that they are not (what 
is denoted, such as) the Gauges. Even in non-exclusive 
implication, what is the form of the statement ? Is it ‘ That 
which is characterised by injunction is dharma’ or is it ‘That 
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which is dhftrma is oharactcrised by injunction ’? In both 
cases, there does not result the intention to deelnro the sense 
of the Veda; for there is no reason for the words ‘injunc- 
tion ’ and ‘dharma’, denoting a part of the Veda and a part 
of its sense, to imply the entire Veda and its sense. Indeed, 
in (the statements) ‘ That which is cognised by the sense of 
sight is colour ’ and ‘That which is colour is cognised by 
the sense of sight there is not seen secondary implication 
of all perception and its objects. The non-existence of 
unintelligibility in respect of the principal sense is common 
to both (possible forms of secondary implication). 

XXXVIII. Then it may be said: “ As in ‘ That twice- 
born one, who, having caused the pupil to approach, teaches 
him the Veda togther with the liturgy and the mysteries, is 
called preceptor this aphorism has for purport the injunc- 
tion of a name ; and therefore, for the word ‘ dharma ’ 
though there is no denotation or secondary implication, 
there may yet be intention to declare the sense of the Veda”. 
That is not (so), since there is no benefit. Just as the name 
‘preceptor’ is enjoined for the sake of an injunction in 
respect of something else to be done, such as ‘ He is to give 
a cow to the preceptor,’ not thus is there anything else to be 
done here, for the sake of which the name ‘ dharma ’ is 
enjoined in the case of the senffe of the Veda. Even if the 
word ‘dharma’ be admitted to denote the sense of the Veda, 
it is not possible on your view to avoid (the defects of) the 
futility of the word ‘ arthah ’ present in the aphorism, the 
word ‘codana (injunction)’ having for purport the secondary 
implication of the entire Veda, and unintelligibility in the set- 
ting out of the section. Nor are (statements) like ‘He who 
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desires to oast a spell is to sacrifice with the 4yena’ excluded 
by (the use of) the word 'avthah’ (since ‘’arthah’ means a human 
goal and casting a spell is not a legitimate human goal) ; for, 
if those too bo. the sense of the Veda, their exclusion is 
impossible, and if they be not the sense of the Veda, (their) 
exclusion results even through the word ‘dharma’. If it be 
said that the word ‘arthaV restates the exclusion which is 
certainly established (by the word ‘dharma’), no, for, in that 
case, the futility continues. On the view, however, that the 
inquiry is into dharma, which is a part of the sense of the 
Veda, the object of the' word ‘arthah’ comes to be the establish- 
ment in the case of the hawk-sacrifice etc., characterised by 
prohibitory injunctions, that as non-artha (not conti'ibutory 
to the human goal) they are not dharma. Even though there 
is futility of the word ‘arthab’, how does the word the ‘codana’ 
come to have (as you allege) secondai'v implication for purport? 
If this be asked, it is said (in reply). Is it that tliei’e is some 
part of the Veda over and above injunctions or not? If not, 
then the meaning of the aphori,sra w’onld be ‘That sense 
characterised by injunction is the sense of the injunction’; 
thence would re.sultthe identity of thcdofinod and the defini- 
tion. If there is (some other part of the Veda), is that part of 
the Veda too significant or not ? If significant, how can that, 
which is known through injunction, be the sense of the non- 
injunctive part ? Even if that (part) be devoid of significance, 
how can the sense of injunctions be the sense of the Veda, 
which is a compound of two parts, significant and non-signifi- 
cant? Therefore, it is not possible for you to avoid secondary 
implication of the entire Veda by the word ‘codana’. And the 
section would have to be set out by you thus : there being the 
doubt as to the sense of the Veda, whether it is characterised by 
injunction or characterised by arthavada etc., (it is settled) that 
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it is not characterised by arthavEda etc-, but characterised by 
codanE- This setting out is unintelligible; for, prior to the de- 
claration of the authoritativeness of the Veda, even its posses- 
sion of sense is not ascertained. Though, in the first aphorism, 
non-authoritativeness is refuted as consequent on the injunc- 
tion to study, there is not refuted the non-authoritativeness 
consequent on having a personal origin etc.; otherwise there 
would follow the futility of the strung of subsequent aphorisms 
which declare authoritativeness. Nor may it be said that 
there is re-declaration for re-inforcement : for, there is no 
suspicion of lack of strength. If it be said that since even 
the authoritativeness of the Veda falls within the sense of 
the Veda, there is declaration (of it) by the string of (subse- 
quent) aphorisms, no ; for in that case, authoritativeness 
being of the nature of what is existent, there is the contin- 
gence of the abandonment of the position that the Veda 
relates solely to what is to be done- Then, the first aphorism 
alone establishes authorit.ativeness, not any other string of 
aphorisms; if this be said, no, because of conflict with the 
Bhnsya. The commentator, indeed, in commencing the 
second chapter, restates (w’hat is past) in the w’ords ‘The 
preceding is the chapter on pramEiia’ and shows (in the 
following words) that by the first chapter is established only 
the authoritativeness of the Veda: ‘P’urther, the sense of the 
Veda is what is characterised by injunction, not characterised 
by arthavEda etc.’ If this alone were the sense of this (second 
aphorism), then there is the contingence of the non-com- 
mencement of the section about arthavadas and mantras ; 
for, in this same aphorism is refuted the capacity of manti’as 
and arthavadas to give valid knowledge of dharma. If it be 
said that the commencement of this section is to declare (the 
authoritativeness of mantras etc.,) in some other way, such as 
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by eulogising etc., no ; for the capacity to give valid knowledge 
of dharma being refiited even here, the prima facie view, 
consisting in their capacity to teach dhanna, cannot arise 
there (and without a doubt and a prima facie view there 
cannot be an independent section). Thns, therefore, on a 
consideration of the first and second aphorisms, that part of 
the Veda which relates to what is to be done emerges as 
what is to be inquired into ; and that is inquired into, not 
that which relates to the true natiire of things. Therefore, 
since that part of the Veda which relates to the true nature 
of things has not had its purpose already accomplished, in 
order to inquire into that, the U ttaramlmarpsa is to be 
commenced ; this is established. 

HEBE ENDS THE SECOND VABISTAKA. 



THIRD VARNAKA. 

♦ 

1. Thus, from the purport of the (first) aphorism the 
commencement o£ the sastva (of the Vedanta) has been 
demonstrated (as necessary) in the two (preceding) varpakas ; 
next is set out the commentary on the words (of that 
aphorism). 

2. When the purport has been ascertained earlier, it is 
easy to construe the words in that (light) ; therefore the 
purport was stated in the (preceding) two var^iakas. 

3. Here, in the third varjjaka, in order to strengthen 
(the conclusion about) the commencement of the sastra, 
through commenting on the words of the aphorism, the 
senses of the words are inquired into- 

I. For the word ‘atha’ four senses are well known, on 
the strength of its application in the usage of elders, viz-, 
immediate succession, what is begun (adbikara), auspicious 
invocation, and having a sense other than the sense of the 
present context- Of these, by the exclusion of the rest, 
immediate succession is accepted (as signified) by the word 
*atha’- And that is obtained on the adoption of the etymo- 
logical sense of the word ‘jijaasa’. Here, what is called 
‘adhikara’ is beginning- The desire to know Brahman 
cannot indeed be begun whether as something to be done or 
as something to be taught ; for, desire is generated solely 
by the attractiveness of the object : nor is it what is taught 
in every section. 

II. NoW) the word ‘jijiiasa’ has the conventionally settled 
sense of inquiry, since it is used by the commentator and 
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others with the intention to mean inquiry; therefore, on 
the principle that the conventional drives out the etymolo- 
gical sense, the adoption of the etymological sense does not 
stand to reason ; therefore, the w’ord ‘atha’ too may have 
the sense of what is begun, since it is possible to begin an 
inquiry ; if this be said, not so ; for, the principle that the 
conventional drives out the etymological sense does not apply 
here. It is thus- The significance of words is of two kinds, 
being divided into principal and non-principal. Of these, 
two — the conventional and the etymological — are principal, 
and two — laksaiya and gaui,ia — are non-principal. Words 
like ‘horse’ and ‘elephant’ whose meaning is learnt without 
dependence on the sense of the (componeiit) parts, and solely 
through the usage of elders, have conventional sense. Words 
like ‘the four-faced one, the lotus-seated one’, which through 
the sense of the component parts denote a qualified sense, 
have etymological sense. The cognition of what is insepa- 
rable from the denotation is called lakirar.ia ; the signification 
resulting from the association with qualities implied, is 
recognised as gauui ; because of this statement, the word 
‘Gangs’ causing the cognition of the bank which is insepa- 
rable from its (own) denotation, has a laksana sense; the word 
‘ lion ’ applied to Devadatta because of his association with 
qualities like courage, has a gauna sense. Nor may it be 
doubted that in respect of words like ‘ pankaja (mire-born) ’ 
there is a fifth (mode of) verbal significance called yoga-rudhi 
(etymological-cicw-convcntional) ; for, there is no advantage 
in assuming a conventional sense there, as, oven because of 
the extensive u.sage (of that word) in respect of the lotus, 
there results the e.vclusion of lily etc. (from the denotation) ; 
there is indeed seen in the case of the word go, though 
having many senses, the initial cognition of a thing 
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possessing a dewlap etc., because of extensive usage. There- 
fore, verbal significances are only of four kinds- This being 
the case, when a word has a conventional sense in respect 
of one thing and an etymological sense in respect of another-— 
like the word ‘aja’ conventionally signifying ‘goat’ and 
etymologically the ‘self’ — , there, w'ben it is said ‘See the aja’, 
the principle applies that the conventional drives away the 
etymological sense. .Here, however, the word ‘jijuasit’ does 
not have inquiry as the conventional sense ; for, inquiry 
is not wholly distinct from the etymological sense, consisting 
in the desire to know. Indeed, the sense of the w’ord ‘jijfiasa’ 
is not mere desire to know, but desire having for content 
knovrledge that is to be accomplished by inquiry. The 
knowledge, verily, that is desired, is desired, as cognised along 
with the content ; for, desire is impossible in respect of an 
unknown content. And therefore the knowledge, that is 
desired in respect of a cognised object, is desired as having 
the fruit of ascertainment in respect of what is in doubt or 
the fruit of immediacy in respect of what is mediate. And 
since both of these are to be accomplished by the inquiry 
into pramauas etc., the distinctive knowledge that is desired 
in respect of a cognised object, implies, as inseparable there- 
from, the inquiry into promruias- Therefore the W’ord 
‘jijfiasa’ has been used by the commentator and others 
secondarily in respect of inquiry, but not in the conventio- 
nal sense, in which case the said principle would apply. 

III. Now, though from the words the desire be the 
principal, desire alone is not what is taught by the aphorism, 
since there is no fruit ; but, by way of showing the know- 
ledge that is desired, it implies the means thereto, i.c. inquiry, 
which is included in the expressly stated (jijnasa), aud that 

a 
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aJone is tOiUgbt as the purport ; therefore the word * atha 
is for the commencement of that one which is taught as 
the purport, as among knowledge, inquiry and Brahman, 
which are principal in respect of the sense (as compared with 
the word) ; if this be said, not so. For, in that case, since 
there would not be through the word ‘atha’, by way of 
signifying immediate succession, the intimation, based on 
logical principles, of the particular person eligible, viz,, he 
who possesses the four-fold means mentioned in the silstra, 
the inquiry that is enjoined as to be undertaken would be 
devoid of an eligible person (and hence) not capable of being 
carried out. Nor may it be asked “the very injunction of 
inquiry may, on the principle of the Visvajit (sacrifice)^, 
posit the variety of person eligible and culminate in appe- 
tency ; what (is the need) of the word ‘atha’ in the sense of 
immediate succession? ” For it may easily asked (in reply) 
“ Inquiry which is understood as having to be undertaken 
presumptively implies the commencement; what (is the need) 
of the word ‘atha’ in the sense of commencement of the 
inquiry?” If it be asked ‘Then, if both result on the 
strength of the injunction (of inquiry), what is it that is 
determinative ?’ we say that because of being a cause demanded 
by the injunction it is only the intimation of the eligible 
person, by way of signifying immediate succession, that 
stands to reason. If without explicitly stating the particular 
eligible person through the word ‘atha’, you assume one on 
the principle of the Visvajit (sacrifice), then, because of the 
unintelligibility otherwise of the injunction of inquiry, it 
would bo necessary to postulate eligibility generally for the 
three castes, and again through denying that assume eligi- 
bility (only) for him who desires release ; thus there would 
i m. IV, iii, 15 
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be prolixity. Better than this is it to intimate the particular 
eligible person even through the word ‘ atha 

IV. Now, there is the said defect when there is a 
difference in time between the cognition of the injunction 
and the cognition of the particular eligible person ; here 
there is no difference in time: rather is it that, (even) 
at the time of the cognition of the injunction, the 
injunction is cognised as qualified by the eligible person, 
in the form * He who desires release or he who desires 
Brahman -knowledge is to inquire’, through transforming 
into the fruit, on the principle of riltri-sattra, the release or 
Brahman-knowledge occuring in the artha-vRda; therefore 
there is no prolixity, consisting in denial after postulation ; 
if this be said, this must here be stated ; does the ^astra of 
inquiry have a particular (class of) eligible person or does 
it have all three castes as eligible persons ? On the first 
alternative, the cognitions are with a difference in time, 
in that the injunction as cognised relates as a general rule to 
all three castes and that, subsequently, on the strength of the 
arthavSda it relates to a particular class among the three 
castes, i. e. those who desire release ; hence the said defect (of 
prolixity) is difficult to avoid. Now, even on your view, 
eligibility being contingent for all on the strength of the 
injunction, since the particular eligible person is intimated 
by the w’ord ‘atha’, the denial after postulation is difficult to 
avoid ; if this be said, no ; for, the word ‘atha’ intimates 
through logical principles, only that eligible person who is 
mentioned in the context of the injunction to hear and who 
possesses the four-fold means. 

V, On the second (alternative) too, is it because of the 
fruit or because of the injunction that the dSiStra has all as 
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e!i<’ihlfi pcrpoiiR? Not thp first ; for, there fines not exist in 
all a seeking for the fruit, consisting in Brahman-knowlefige. 
Nor may it be askcfi ‘How is it there is non-existence of 
seeking in respect of Brahman-knowlefige which is of the 
nature of the intuition of true happiness?’. Por, since even 
the minfi is dissociated from Brahman-knowlefige, there is 
declared the removal of the attachment to all material objects. 
And that removes together with their means all grades of 
happiness beginning with universal empery and ending with 
Brahmaloka, each (subsequent grade) of which is declared (by 
scripture) to be superior to the preceding one. Therefore 
the man in the street, who thinks ‘Brahman-knowlefige is 
not a human goal, since it removes supreme happiness, in the 
same w’ay as disease etc.,’ does not seek Brahman-knowledge, 
but turns away from it, on the contrary. Brahman-know- 
ledge is a human goal, since it is the cause of unexcelled bliss, 
like dharma ; and its being the cause (of that) is established by 
sruti ; if this be said, even thus, it docs not stand to reason to 
abandon material objects, the means to seen happiness, and 
desire Brahman-knowledge, the means to a happiness that is 
(merely) heard of. Th.at has been .said: ‘If this bli.ss is 
declared by sruti and not directly experienced by a means of 
valid knowledge, then, that has not the capacity even to dull 
the desire for happiness from material objects’.' Now, since 
the bliss that can be accomplished by attachment to all 
material objects (whatsoever), results (even) from Brahman- 
knowledge alone, for the sake of permanent satisfaction. 
Brahman-knowledge may be desired, to the abandonment 
of material objects ; if this be said, no ; for, in the case of the 
vulgar, even when satisfied, there is seen aversion to the 
loss of the material object. And thus fools say: 'Lo, hard it is 
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(to reflect) why creation was not such as to allow constant 
capacity to enjoy, non-satiation, ainl non-diminution of 
objects of enjoyment’. That release, however, does not equal 
even a fragment of the happiness from material objects — 
this is there opinion. And to this eifect they cite the song 
of the man of attachment : ‘He desires ratlior the life of a 
jackal in this desolate Bcndavana, hut never release, whei'e 
there arc no objects (of enjoyment), O Gautama’. 

VI. Now, let there then be the second alternative that 
because of injunction the sastra has all as eligible persons. 
For, this injunction to study, which has a seen fruit, func- 
tions up to the understanding of the sense, and causes the 
undertaking of inquiry too, for the sake of the origination 
of (its own) fruit. And thus, since for the injunction to 
study, there is eligibility for the three castes, it stands to 
reason that there is a similar character even for the inquiry 
prompted thereby. Though inquiry is not the content of 
the injunction to study since reading alone is the sense of 
the stem, nor is auxiliary thereto since reading results even 
without inquiry, yet in order that the injunction to study 
may culminate in its fruit, inquiry comes to have the character 
of being prompted by that injunction- This is just as in 
‘fie is to pound the rice-grains’, though the injunction is 
intelligible even with a single act of pounding, yet for the 
sake of the resulting of the fruit consisting in the generation 
of rice (from the paddy), the repetition of pounding, which 
is neither enjoined nor even an auxiliary to the enjoined, 
is prompted by the injunction. Therefore since of the 
injunction to study the fruit is the ascertainment of sense, 
accomplishable by inquiry, it follows that in respect of the 
^astra there is eligibility for alb 
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VII. This is not. sonnrl. The knowledfje of the sense, 
as the seen fruit of study, does it result from co-presence and 
co-ahsencc ? Or is it part of the ^ilstra, because of being 
enjoined in respect of that (as subject)? Or is it obtained 
(presumptively) through the capacity of the injunction to 
culminate in fruit ? Even on the first (alternative), the 
ascertaiment of the sense is not the fruit of studJ^ since 
ascertainment does not arise from mere study or from that 
as accompanied by repetition- If that arises through inquiry, 
it will be the fruit of inquiry alone, not of stirdy. If the 
superficial cognition of sense be the fruit of study, then 
inquiry cannot be what is prompted by that (i-e- the injunc- 
tion to study), since that (fruit, i. e. superficial cognition) 
results even from the study of the Veda with the subsidiary 
disciplines. 

VIII. Now, let there then be the second alternative 
that it (the fruit) results from the siilstra, on the strength of an 
injunction. It is thus. By the tavya suflix in ‘ adhyetavyah 
(is to be studied),’ its function, the !5abda-bhavana, is expressed 
in the form of an injunction. And that sabda-bhavanS, 
while originating artha-bhavana, posits, as what is to be 
accomplished, a human goal, i. e. the knowledge of a fruitful 
sense. Thus, since there is obtained something else as what 
is to be accomplished, study, which is conveyed by the same 
word (as the injunctive), comes to be instrumental (to the 
former). If study itself were what is to be accomplished, then 
there would not result even your view that the learning of 
the letters is the fruit. Therefore, the knowledge of the 
sense, which is what is to be accomplished, will, on the 
strength of the injunction (to study), be the fruit of study 
which is the instrument. Even this is not intelligible* 
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When by the tavya-suffix which signiBes the object (here, 
the Veda), it is possible to express what is to be accomplished, 
consisting in the attainment (i. e. learning) relating to one’s 
own Veda, which is the object, it is impossible to assume 
something else as what is to be accomplished- How is it 
possible to abandon ‘study’ which is conveyed by the same 
word and assume as what is to be accomplished the attainment 
of one’s own Veda, which is conveyed by a different word 
and is (thus) remote ? If this be asked, no ; for, one’s own 
Veda being the sense of the tavya-suffix which signifies the 
object, in respect of tbe bhavaha that is the sense of the suffix, 
that (Veda) is more proximate than study, which is the sense 
of the stem- 

IX(a). Nor is the third (alternative possible) : for, the 
apprehension of letters is alone the fruit of the injunction 
to study - 

lX(b). Now, since the apprehension of the letters is 
not of itself a human goal, since the fruitful knowledge of 
sense is not admitted by you to be the fruit of the injunction, 
and since there is no other fruit relating to the object-causal- 
correlate, there is the contingence of abandoning the prin- 
cipal character of tbe object, on the analogy of the flour, and 
assuming that one is to accomplish heaven by the study of 
one’s own Veda : better than tfcis is (it to assume) knowledge 
of the sense as the fruit of the injunction, on the principle 
that when a seen (fruit) exists, an unseen is not to be 
assumed. Indeed, ascertainment of sense is possible merely 
from the study of the Veda with the subsidiary disciplines ; 
for Grammar, which is the cause of the knowledge of sense, is 
also one of the subsidiary disciplines. Nor thus is there 
the futility of the sastra of inquiry ; for that is required to 
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remedy the conflicts realised in the cognised sense. There- 
fore, knowledge of a fruitful sense, which is a human goal, 
is the fruit of the injunction, not the apprehension of the 
letters. 

IX(c). If this be said, not so ; for, as the cause of the 
knowledge of sense, the apprehension of the letters too is a 
human goal ; for seeking by men is seen even in the case of 
cows etc-, which are the causes of the fruit, viz-, milk etc. 
If it be said that, if the injunction were exhausted with the 
apprehension of the letters, the knowledge of the sense would 
be due to chance, no ; for, knowledge of the sense is prompted 
by the fruit (i. e. apprehension of the letters). Knowledge of 
the sense is not indeed prompted by the injunction ; for, in 
the case of trustworthy worldly statements, it is seen that 
they cause knowledge of a fruitful sense (even) in the absence 
of an injunction. Nor may it be asked ‘ Since there is (thus) 
no difference of the apprehension of letters from study, how 
can there be the relation of cause and effect between them ?’; 
what is called the attainment (learning) of the letters is an 
attribute of the letters, which is called (their) capacity to be 
pronounced (by the pupil) independently; study, however, is 
the functioning of speech and mind for that purpose ; thus 
there is a difference. If it be said ‘Thus, then, since study 
being the cause of the apprehension of letters is established by 
co-presence and co-absence, thd injunction is futile’, no; for, 
like pounding etc., it has the purpose of a restriction for the 
sake of the origination of the unseen result (adrsta). Nor thus 
is there the abandonment of the possession of a seen result: for 
the unseen result from the restriction is admitted only as 
inherent in the attainment of the letters, which is the seen 
result : the principle that when a seen (result) exists, an 
unseen is not to be assumed has for content the (assumption 
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of an) independent unseen result ; even by you who say that 
knowledge of sense is alone the fruit, the character of a res- 
trictive injunction is admitted- Nor may it be asked ‘ wh§n 
reason is equally balanced (between both) why this partiality 
for the apprehension of letters alone (as the fruit)?’ On the view 
that a fruitful knowledge of sense is the fruit of the injunc- 
tion to study, when there is eligibility for a certain person in 
respect of a certain rite, by him there would be study of the 
texts, relating to that alone, not the study of other texts, 
since in their case there is not the fruit of appetition etc-; 
therefore there would not result the study of the entire Veda. 
On our view, however, the attainment of the entire Veda is 
useful in recitation for expiatory purposes and so on. 

X. Now, study should be enjoined with reference to 
knowledge of sense as the qualification of the eligible person, 
since injunction devoid of eligibility is impossible. Even if 
it be enjoined with reference to the attainment of the letters, 
only he who desires that attainment would be the eligible 
person ; if this be said, no ; for if the word be not uttered as 
preceded by the intention of the knowledge of sense, purport 
will not be established for the text: for, in ordinary experi- 
ence, purport*is seen in the word which is uttered with the 
intention of the knowledge of sense. Nor may it be said ‘Let 
there be no injunction, even ak in ordinary experience for, 
here, there is not, as in that (ordinary experience) the desire 
that brings about the utterance of the word. Then it may be 
siBiid : ‘On the analogy of the Visvajit, let him who desires 
heaven be assumed as the eligible person ; or else, since in the 
text of the VSjasaneyins, “i have attained brahmacarya” etc-, 
the investiture (with the sacred thread) belongs to the 
context, it may be assumed on the evidoucu of the context 

9 
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(prakaraRa) that he who is invested is the eligible person.' 
That is unsound : for, when there is an eligible person, i. e. 
he who desires the seen fruit consisting in the knowledge of 
the sense, the assumption of any other is impossible. And 
thus, the injxinction results : he who desires knowledge 
of the sense is to achieve knowledge of the sense through 
study. As for the injunction ‘He is to achieve knowledge of 
the sense through inquiry’ that is presumptive, for, when 
conflicts are not remedied by inquiry, ascertainment of the 
sense does not arise. (Hence) knowledge of the sense is alone 
the fruit. 


XI. This is not sound. When, on the strength of the 
injunction, the apprehension of letters alone has resulted, 
is it assumed that by the person who has studied Grammar 
the sense of the Veda too, like the sense of worldly statements, 
is known of itself) and this knowledge said to be the fruit ? 
Or is it because of an injunction having as subject him who 
desires knowledge of the sense? The first of these, wc 
acknowledge. The second is unintelligible: for, the sense of 
the Veda not being known prior to study, desire is impossible 
even in the case of the knowledge which is qualified by that 
and not (already) known. If it be said that the^sense of the 
Veda is known by the inference ‘The Veda has sense, since 
it is verbal testimony, like the, statement of a trustworthy 
person’, then even because of being established by the 
inference, knowledge of the sense of the Veda would not be 
desired. The sense of the Veda, though inferred in respect of 
its general nature, is not cognised in respect of special forms 
like the agnihotra if this be said, then, how can even that 
knowledge, which has agnihotra etc., for its sphere and is not 
(already) known , be desired ? If agnihotra etc., be known 
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even from the teaching of a fatlier etc., the futility of desire 
(for that knowledge) stands as before. If then it be said that, 
since knowledge through (such) teaching is non*anthoritative, 
ascertained knowledge is desired, the desire for ascertained 
knowledge is not possible, where non-authoritativeness has 
been ascertained, since the sense is a mere delusion : where 
however, non-authoritativeness is susiiected, there is need 
only for inquiry into that, not for study. Then you may 
think ; ‘It is only for the sake of inquiring into the authori- 
tativeness of knowledge through teaching that there is studj' 
of the Veda and the inquiry into its sense, since the Veda is 
the basic evidence for that (teaching).’ Thus, then, let know- 
ledge of the sense be somehow the qualification of the eligible 
person ; yet an injunction in respect of that (qualification) as 
subject does not stand to reason. The specific cognitions of 
the sense of the Veda, do they in their specific form stand as 
the subject of the injunction of study, or in their general 
form ? Not the first, since that is impos.sible simultaneously 
(for all the specific cognitions). On the second (alternative), 
for the word uttered with the intention of the sense alone (in 
general), purport would be in respect of that alone, not in 
respect of the specific cognition of the agnihotra etc. If, 
then, though on the strength of the injunction there be 
purport in rcsjiect of the bax;e (general) sense, purport be 
assumed in respect of a specific sense, in conformity with the 
capacity of the sentence, then, the injunction would not be 
the cause of purport in respect of that* Further, even if 
there be somehow an injunction with that (specific sense) 
as the subject, knowledge of the sense does not result as a 
seen fruit from study alone, since that is not seen. Now, 
if the Veda be not uttered with knowledge of the sense as 
the intention, it would have no purport in respect of its 
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own sense, because of the non-existence of the cause of 
purport: if this be said, not so. First, the atterence of the 
hearer is not the cause of purport, since that does not exist 
in ordinary experience. Nor (is that cause) the utterance 
of the speaker, because of the contingence of the non-existence 
of purport in the Veda which is of non-personal origin. Now, 
even thus, the Veda could not declare sense, because of the 
non-existence of the cause of the declaration (of sense), viz-, 
utterance with (the sense as) the intention ; if this be said, 
no ; for, it is of the nature of the word to declare (sense). 
Then, the utterance of words, in the world, with the know- 
ledge of the sense as the intention, weuld be futile ; if this 
be said, no ; for, that is for the sake of remedying the obstacle 
called dosa caused by the relation (of the word) to a human 
being. Now, even if the Veda have the capacity to declare 
sense, it has not the capacity to give knowledge of it, since 
knowledge is dependent on purport, and purport, which is 
a human attribute, is here impossible ; if this be said, not so; 
for, purport, being capable of being known by the six kinds 
of marks, is an attribute of the word, not an attribute of a 
human being : this will be stated under the aphorism on 
harmony. Thus, therefore, since the injunction to study 
does not function up to the stage of the fruit, knowledge of 
the sense, it does not follow from the injunction that for the 
sastra of inquiry there is eligibility for all. 

XII. Now, in the case of the injunction to study you 
do not admit eligibility for him who desires knowledge of the 
sense ; and no other (ground of) eligibility is declared ; 
therefore non-study alone would follow. To this, the 
Prabhakaras say (thus) : the injunction to study does not 
need an independent eligible person, since the performance 



Ill, xiii] 


THinn VARIJAKA 


291 


of its content (i. e. study) rosnlts as prompted by the injunc- 
tion to teach. Nor may it be asked 'An injiinction indeed 
caiises the performance of its own content or of what is 
subsidiary thereto : and study is neither the content of the 
injunction to teach) nor a subsidiary thereto ; then, 
how is the performance of that caused by that (injunction) ?’ 
For, in the case of the ceremonial kindling (adhana) though 
neither the content (of the injunction) nor a subsidiary 
thereto, the performance is caused by the subsequent in- 
junctions of optional rites. 

XIII. This answer given by the Prabhakaras is un- 
intelligible. It is thus. Even the injunction to teach 
certainly does not have a declared eligible person ; for, in 
‘Let him invest a brahmin eight years old, let him teach that 
one, ’ it is not declared that he who desires to become a 
teacher (is to do that). How, then, is study prompted by 
that (injunction)? If the eligible person be assumed there 
and study be (then) said to be prompted by that (injunction), 
then, let us assume an independent eligible person in respect 
of study, because of parsirtiony ; prompting by an injunction 
relating to oneself is indeed more consistent with parsimony 
than prompting by an injunction relating to another. Then 
you may think that when even by the assumption of an 
eligible person in one case, performance prompted thereby is 
possible in respect of the other, thei’e is prolixity in assuming 
that (eligible person) in respect of both ; then, why do you 
not assume the eligible person in respect of study itself and 
say of the other that it is prompted by this (study)? If, 
because of study resulting even from the reading of what is 
written, the injunction to study does not prompt an enjoined 
teaching, then, since teaching results even from non-enjoined 
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study, devoid of (the pttpil) facing east etc., the injunction to 
teach would not bring about the enjoined (type of) study. 
Then it may be said ; in the words ‘The pure one, facing the 
east and pavitra in hand, is to study’, the pupil’s facing 
east etc* are declared as subsidiaries to study ; it is similarly 
declared in connection with teaching too, in the words ‘He 
is to teach him who faces east and has a pavitra in hand,’ 
that facing east etc., are qualifications of the pupil ; hence it 
prompts only the enjoined (type of) study. Then, since there 
exists condemnation of the (mere) reading of what is written, 
in the words ‘He who reads in a sing-song fashion or fast or 
shaking his head or what is written, he who knows not the 
sense and he whose voice is low, these six are the worst of 
pupils’, and since in the words ‘Study the Veda under a 
teacher’ there is a restrictive injunction of the dependence of 
study on a teacher, why should not the injunction to study 
prompt teaching? 

XIV. Then it may be thought that in ‘Study under a 
teacher’ the meaning of the text is ‘Study as prompted by 
tbe injunction to become a teacher’, since teacher-ship comes 
into being (only) sxibsequent to teaching; that is unsound; 
for, in the words ‘Since that (investiture) is the second birth, 
he is the teacher (acSrya),’ teacher-ship (Scaryatva) is declared 
(to result) merely because of Being the cause of the second 
birth called investiture. In the smyti ‘Since he knows the 
meaning of the sEstra, confirms (his pupils) in right conduct 
and himself follow.s that, he is said to be the teacher (acarya)’ 
there is cognised this etymology (for the word) that he 
confirms the pupils in right conduct ; if this be said, even 
thus, teachership prior to teaching is un contradicted. If 
teachership came into being subsequently to the teaching, 
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there would result the construction involving importation 
(of words) in the form *Study as prompted by the injunction 
to become a teacher.’ Therefore, because of parity in the 
assumption of the eligible person and parity in respect of 
each being prompted by the other, when prompting of study 
is jjossible by the injunction of what is desired, how is there 
prompting by the injunction to teach ? 

XV- To this it is said (in reply) (by the Prabbakaras). 
For the injunction to teach, the eligible person has not to be 
assumed, since he is cognised from sruti and smpti. It is 
thus- From the atmanepada (‘Upanayita’ instead of ‘Upa- 
nayet’) in the sruti text ‘He is to invest a brahmin eight 
years old’, it is cognised that the attainment of teachership is 
what is to be accomplished ; for by the grammatical aphorism 
(of Panini), ‘sammanana, utsailjana, acaryakarana’ otc*,‘ that 
(atmanepada) is prescribed where the attainment of teachership 
is to be accomplished. Nor is there any teachership well 
known in ordinary experience. Therefore, just as in ‘He is 
to offer the oblation in the abavaniya’, when the ahavaniya 
is enjoined as the locus of the oblation, since the unpurified 
cannot be the locus of oblation and a purified (locus) is 
possible, it is assertained that the fire purified by ceremonial 
kindling (adhana) is the ahavaniya, even so, in ‘He is to give 
the cow to the teacher’ the tcaoher being understood as the 
recipient in respect of the gift, since he who is of no service 
cannot be the recipient, and since one who is of service is 
possible here, it is ascertained that teachership belongs to him 
who is of service to the pupil through the service known as 
the accomplishment of investiture- Now, even thus, teacher- 
slu^) would be something accomplished by investiture, not 
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something accomplished by teaching ; if this be said, no ; for 
investiture is subsidiary to teaching, since there is understood 
a single procedural injunction in ‘Let him invest, let him 
teach that one’. Nor may it be said that because of the 
difference as two independent injunctions, there is not a 
single procedural injunction ; for, a single procedural injunc- 
tion is assumed in the form ‘Having invested, he is to teach’; 
for by the word ‘that’ in ‘that one’ which refers to what is of 
the context, the oneness of the object is cognised. Nor may 
it be said that though investiture be subsidiary to teaching, 
study is not prompted by that (teaching) ; for the sense of the 
text (enjoining teaching) being taken to be ‘Accomplish 
teachership through teaching which relates to the pupil,’ 
since the pupil, as helping to fulfil the act of teaching, is 
auxiliary to that act, there should be stated (some mode of) 
his being serviceable : (this being so) since, when the seen is 
possible it is illegitimate to assume the unseen, it is assumed 
that he is of service by approaching (the teacher) and studying. 
Now. though of the teaching, that has to be accomplished by 
approach and study, teachership is the fruit, yet the eligible 
person has to be assumed in the sruti text, since there is no 
declaration ‘He who desires such-and-such (is to teach)’: if 
this be said, no ; for, only the supplement of desire has to be 
assumed. And thus, in the sruti text, there results injunction 
to teach along with the (statement of) eligibility, in the form 
'He who desires to attain teachership is to invest and teach’. 
Similarly, in the sruti too, because of the single procedural 
injunction of investiture and teaching in ‘That twice-born 
one, who having invested the pupil teaches him the Veda 
together with the liturgies and the myteries, is called a 
teacher’,* because of the mention (therein) of the injiinction 
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to teach, and because of the mention of the fruit of teacher- 
ship, (the injunction) emei’ges ‘He who desires teachership 
is to invest and teach the pupil.’ Tn respect of study, 
however, there is not any scripturally declared cause of 
eligibility; this is the difference (between the two injunctions)- 
Nor may it be objected how of study enjoined by an 
independent injunction, the performance can be prompted by 
a different, independent injunction; for, it is prompted in the 
same way as in the example of ceremonial kindling. In respect 
of ceremonial kindling, indeed, it is declared by ^ruti 
‘A brahmin is to kindle the fire ceremonially.’ Here, is 
the ceremonial kindling to be performed independently, or 
as prompted by some other ? On the first (alternative) too, 
it is not possible to enjoin the independent ceremonial 
kindling as obligatory in regard to the iJerson; for, since 
ceremonial kindling, which like sprinkling etc .is of the nature 
of a purification of the object-causal-correlate, has a substance 
for its purport, what is intended as the subject is the fire. 
Nor can it be enjoined independently as an optional rite, 
since no fruit is declared. Nor may eligibility (i. c. fruitful- 
ness) as of the obligatory or as of the optional be suspected 
by assuming a reversal of the positions of the primary and 
secondary, on the analogy of the flour; for though there 
is assumption of a reversal there because of the impossibility 
of utility of the flour relduced to ashes, that is not 
possible in the present context, since for the purified fire 
there is the fitness to be employed in some other rite. 
Even on the second (alternative), for the ceremonial 
kindling, is there prompting by a subsequent injunction of 
an obligatory rite ? Or is the prompting by a subsequent 
injunction of an optional rite ? Not the first; for in the 
case of the ahavanlya which is the subject and not the 
10 
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predicate, its performance as prompted by the injunction of 
a rite is impossible- For it is only the predicate of which 
the performance is caused by an injunction otherwise 
there is the contingence of performance even in the case of 
the desire for heaven etc. Therefore, there is left over the 
(possibility of) prompting by a subsequent injunction of 
the optional. Desire, indeed, does not, like obligation, 
cause the performance of the predicate alone, in which case 
there would be the above defect; but rather, whatever is 
subject or predicate, in the absence of which that which is 
desired does not result, the performance of all that it causes, 
as auxilaries to the injunction. There is indeed seen in 
ordinary experience difference in nature between obligation 
and desire. The obligation ‘Be seated on the golden seat’, 
when there is no such seat, does not cause the person to be 
seated thereon; desire, however, causes the sitting thereon, 
at least by creating a seat of that kind. And this being the 
case, in the present context, it is only the desire to attain 
teachership that, for the sake of the resulting of teaching 
through prompting the teacher, brings about (also) study 
by the pupil ; this is settled. 

XVI. This view of the Brabbakaras, the Vedantine do 
not respect. It is thus. In ‘He is to teach that one’, is 
teachership what is enjoined (i.'^e. the content of the injunc- 
tion), or the (very) form of the injunction, or the (unseen) 
fruit that is the niyoga (urge) ? Not the first: for, the 
injunction has for its content the stem-senses of investiture 
and teaching. Not the second; for teachership, which is, 
signified by the atmauepada, not being the signification of 
the injunctive term, cannot be of the (very) form of the 
injunction. Not the third; for, on the etymology (that 
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the teacher is one who) ‘causes the apprehension of right 
conduct', teachership, which is conditioned by lieing the 
causative agent, is (a result) within ordinary experience, 
while only what is trans-experiential is of the nature of 
niyoga. Nor may it be said that since it is to be accomplished 
through investiture, teachership is trans-experiential; for 
in the smi’ti ‘Since that is second birth, he is the ilcarya’ 
there is understood as the connotation of the word Scarya, 
only what is within experience, viz. being the causative 
agent in respect of investiture. If teachership were trans- 
experiential, how could it be mentioned in the grammatical 
aphorism with worldly things like sammanana ? Now, a 
niyoga (urge) is cognised because of the mention of an 
injunctive suffix, and for that, there being the expectancy 
of an attribute of the person prompted, it must be admitted 
of teachership that, like heaven, it is the qualification of 
the person prompted only because of its being accomplishable 
through niyoga (the unseen result); for in the case of the 
fruit of being a causal correlate (as agent), that (being the 
qualification of the person prompted) is unintelligible; nor 
is the connotation of the word ‘acarya’ both the teaching 
of conduct and causative agency in respect of investiture, 
because of the contingence of option; therefore because of 
the prescription of other trans-experiential instruments like 
mantras, teachership is trans-experiential (as a fruit); in the 
case of sammanana etc-, however, because of the non-exis- 
tence of that (mention of trans-experiential instruments) let 
it be that they are within experience; therefore, though 
mentioned along with them, teachership is certainly trans- 
experiential. If this be said, even thus, that (teacher-ship) 
may be the result of the injunction of investiture; thereby 
how does there result fruitfulness for the injunction to teach? 
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XVII. Then it may be thought ; teachevship though 
mentioned in connection with investiture may he the fruit 

* 

of teaching, since investiture is a subsidiary to that- That 
is not (so) ; for, if that were so, on the principle ‘ The 
declaration of fruit in respect of subsidiaries is an arthavada,’ 
there is the contingence of the impossibility of teachership 
being the qualification of the person prompted. Now, if 
this be the case, study which has no eligibility would not in 
any way be performed!; if this be said, no ; for he who has 
been invested is eligible in respect of study ; for in the 
Vajasaneyi-branch (of the Veda), study is enjoined after 
commencing the topic of investiture ; and it is understood 
from all sravtis that he who is invested is to study. There- 
fore, in the case of study, its performance being intelligible 
as prompted by injunction in respect of itself, there is no 
need, for establishing the performance of that, to worry the 
mind by assuming an eligible person in respect of teaching. 
Now I do not assume him, but he certainly exists ; for 
though difficult to make out in the firuti, he is understood 
from the statement of Manu ‘ That twice-born one who 
having invested the pupil ’ etc. ; if this be said, no ; for, that 
statement, through restating investiture and teaching, is 
injunctive of the name Sefirya in respect of the agent, 
the restatement and the injunction being decided respectively 
by the woi’ds *yat’ and ‘tat’ occurring in the statement; and 
the name ‘ acarya ’ is made use of in the injunction of 
obeisance etc. 

XVIII. Now, even thus, in the case of the pupil who 
does not know (the Veda) and has been invested, it is not 
possible for him to know his own eligibility and perform 
(this task of study); it is only the injunction to teach that, as 
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Rotnehow having an eligible person, shonltl be said to prompt 
study too; if this be said, tlicn, does the injunction to teach 
prompt a study that is not enjoined, or one that is enjoined ? 
Not the first; for, in the case of persons who are not 
prompted by the injunction to study and who are devoid of 
fruit from that, activity in respect of the teacher, as subsidiary 
to him, is impossible- On the second, in order that the 
existence of the injunction may result, there should also be 
admitted an eligible person in respect of study. If it bo said 
that the content alone is instrumental to the exi.stence of the 
injunction, not the eligible person, then, since there is no 
specific person eligible for the study that is enjoined, it would 
follow that he is to teach any one- Therefore, the injunction 
to study which possesses fruitfulness through the eligible 
person, the invested person intimated by the context, itself 
makes the person active in I’espect of its content; otherwise, 
for him who is not actuated even by the injunction of his 
own eligibility, activity would be impossible- Nor is there 
the impossibility of knowing his own eligibility, in the case 
of the infant (the unlearned pupil) ; for, though not knowing 
the sense of injunctions, like the cognition of the obligation 
to worship sandhya, to collect samit and so on, there is the 
cognition (also) of the obligation to study, on the strength 
of the teaching of the father etc- Now, if study be prompted 
by the injunction to teach, thfere is not this difficulty, since 
for the teacher who knows it is possible to cognise his own 
eligibility ; though some intelligent pupil would not engage 
(in study) withoxit knowing his eligibility, yet another who 
does not know would certainly engage in it as prompted 
by the teacher : thus, in the form of a continuous stream, 
teaching would be uninterrupted; if this be said, even thus, 
is the teacher to teach the pupils invested by another, or 
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those invested by liimself alone ? Not the first ; for investi- 
ture too being in your view a subsidiary of teaching, when 
thei'e is failure of that (investiture) the unseen result (niyoga) 
does not emerge and the fruit of teachership does not result. 
Then let it be the second, because of the non-existence of the 
said defect; if this be said, no ; for even thus the conflict 
in the conjunction of the obligatory and the non-obligatory 
cannot be set aside. It is thus. Teaching is non-obligatory, 
since it is for the purpose of earning money. Teachership 
cannot indeed be the fruit of teaching ; for, not being of the 
nature of a means to the attainment of happiness or the 
remedying of misery, it is not a human goal. Nor may an 
unseen result be assumed as the fruit thereof, since that is 
impossible, when there is a seen (result). There is a seen 
(result), since teaching is said to be the means to earn money, 
in the smyti ‘Of his six activities, three are for livelihood, 
viz., helping in the performance of sacrifices, teaching and 
acceptance of gifts from the pure ’. 

XIX. Now it stands to reason in the case of helping 
in the performance of sacrifices that it is for the sake of 
livelihood : for there being the injunction to give daksipa to 
the priests (vtviks), it is ascertained that for him who causes 
the performance of all subsidiaries there is earning of money, 
as causing the performance oJ; the offering of daksipa etc ; 
here, however, since there is prohibition of teaching 
for a salary, and there is earning of money by other 
means (than teaching), teaching is not for the sake of that. 
If this be said, not so; since for the pupil there is enjoined as 
subsidiary to study, daksipa to the preceptor etc-, the injunc- 
tion to teach, which causes the performance of the principal. 
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viz., study, causes also the performance of daksioa, service 
etc., which are subsidiaries- Thereforej as it has to be 
performed by him who desires to earn money, teaching is 
non-obligatory ; whereas the pm'ification called investiture is 
obligatory, since defect is declared (to ensue) on its non- 
performance. After permitting the secondary (less satis- 
factory, but permissible) period for the investiture of the 
three castes, in the words ‘Up to the sixteenth year (for 
brahmins), the twenty-second (for ki?atriyas) and the twenty- 
fourth (for vaisyas)’ ^ it is said in the smrti ' Later than 
that, all those three who are non-imrified according to tlie 
respective limes become those who have fallen from (the right 
to worship) Savitrl, vratyas, those who have ceased to be 
Aryas. No brahmin will anywhere even at a time of distress 
have anything to do in a brahma or yauna way with those 
who have not been purified according to injunction.’" 

XX. Now if merely because of the declaration of a 
defect (consequent) on non-performance, investiture be 
obligatory, there is the coutingence of obligatoriness even for 
expiation ; for, in the words ‘when, however, a long time has 
elapsed, a two-fold observance (of expiatory rites) is necessary,’ 
in order to remove the defect caused by the non-performance 
of expiation, another expiation is enjoined; expiation, indeed, 
is not obligatory, since it i.s to be performed by him who 
desires to remove a defect (i. e- sin). It is said (in reply). The 
two-fold observance is declared not for the removal of the defect 
caused by the nou-performaucc of expiation ; but it is said 
rather that even for the prior defe^ that should have been 
removed by expiation, there is, when a long time has elapsed, 
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removal only in dependence on a two-fold observance; for, 
otherwise, thei’e is the contingence of an infinite repress of 
expiations. Therefore, in the obligatoriness of investiture, 
there is no undue extension. And that investiture, whitSh is 
obligatory, posits, since it is a subsidiary to study, the 
obligatoriness even of the principal, viz., study. 

XXI. Now, it does not stand to reason that investiture 
is subsidiary to study, since it is mentioned without the 
introduction of study (as the topic of the context). If, when 
it is not a subsidiary, its being a purificatory rite is not 
intelligible, then, as for the wearing of gold, some other 
explanation has to be assumed. Indeed, in ‘gold is to be 
worn’, being an (independently) fruitful rite (artha-karma) 
like the fore-sacrifice etc., does not fit in with the case of the 
wearing of gold, since, it is prescribed with the object-causal- 
correlate (not a rite) as the principal. If it be a purificatory 
rite, even then, would it relate, through the gold to be 
purified, with a particular sacrifice or with sacrifice in 
general ? Not the first, since there is no express statement 
etc-, such as can make known the relation to a particular 
(sacrifice). Nor the second, since it is unintelligible that a 
single purificatory rite subserves all sacrifices. Therefore, 
giving up (the possibility of) its being a purificatory rite, it is 
admitted that it is an independent injunction with prosperity 
as the fruit. Similarly, even the injunction of investiture 
may certainly be independent, with prosperity as the fruit. 

XXII. To this it is said (in reply). Though there 
do not exist the evidences Of express statement etc., mentioned 
in the third chapter of the earlier tan tra( the Piirvaraimaiusa), 
in order to make known of investiture, which is mentioned 
not after the introduction (of study as the topic), that it is 
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subsidiary to study, yet the subsidiariness of investiture to 
studj^i is established by the evidence called upadana, which is 
of- the nature of implication by an injunction and is 
tneijktioned in the fourth chapter of that (work). Study 
without approaching one’s own teacher is unintelligible, 
since through the prohibition of the reading of what (sruti) 
is written etc., there is a restrictive injunction in respect 
of the approach, in the form “study the Veda under a 
teacher’. Therefore, the injunction to study implies approach 
as subsidiary to itself. Similarly the injunction of the 
purificatory rite called investiture, being needful of a fruit> 
posits only the unseen result inherent in approach, since 
when an' unseen result inherent in the seen is possible, an 
independent unseen result is impossible (of assumption). 
And thence, on the strength of presumption from the two 
injunctions of investiture and study, there is understood the 
subsidiari)iess of investiture to study. Nor may it be asked : 
‘Even if a subsidiary, there is no subsidiariness through 
being a purificatory rite, like sprinkling etc. ; why should 
there not be only such subsidiarincss as helps (ultimately) in 
the fruit, in the same way as for the fore-sacrifice etc-?’ For, 
purification, which as bringing about the existence of the 
principal, is a proximate auxiliary, is nearer (and therefore 
more readily assumed); that subsidiary, however, which helps 
(ultimately) in the fruit, is hot near, since it is a remote 
auxiliary (operating) through an unseen result (apurva). 
Therefore, only as a rite purifying the pupil is investiture a 
subsidiary that helps in the existence of study- Further, 
like the evidence of implication (upadana), even express 
statement and context make known the subsidiarincss of 
investiture to study -, for, there is intended the tranformation 
of the (given) text into ‘an eight vear old brahmin should 
11 
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approach (a teacher) ; he should study.’ Even the tixpress 
meution of ‘he’ ('that one’ in the text as it stands) relates 
to the pupil purified by investiture and directs him to study. 
Nor does it stand to reason to say that by the word ‘that one’ 
there is reference to the pupil alone, not to the purification ; 
for9 the purification is the immediate antecedent in the 
context. Nor is there the contingence of the intimation of 
what the text is not expectant of; for it has been shown that 
investiture and study are mutually expectant through the 
channel of approach- Now, in ‘he should study’ the purified 
pupil is the sense only of the stem, but not the sense of a 
suffix; and the stem alone is not capable of making known 
the relation of subsidiary and principal, since only the explicit 
use of the accusative suffix etc-, can make that known ; if 
this be said, not so ; for even the stem, as signifying what is 
in relation, can declare a relation, tf it did not signify what 
is in relation there would not be its use at all. Therefore the 
express use of the word ‘he’ makes known subsidiariness. 
Similarly, context too is an indicator of that: for, in the 
branch (of the Veda) belonging to the Vajasaneyins, and in 
the srutis inferred as the bases of all smytis, study is enjoined 
after commencing the topic of investiture. Nor may it be 
said ‘Thus, it would follow that only the study mentioned 
in the topic of investiture is the subsidiary’; for, study is 
fruitful, and on the principle that in the proximity of the 
fruitful, the fruitless is subsidiary thereto, subsidiariness 
results for investiture alone- Therefore through presump- 
tion, express statement and context the subsidiariness of 
investiture is established. And that investiture, being itself 
obligatory, how could it not bring about obligatoriness for 
study which is the principal? Indeed, never anywhere is a 
subsidiary possible in the absence of the principal. As in the 
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case of investiture, so even in the case of study there is sin in 
non-performance, since it is said in the smyti : ‘That twice- 
born one who without having studied the Veda exerts himself 
in other things, he, even while alive, quickly attains, together 
with his family, the status of a sUdra,’^ and ‘Those who have 
not studied their section of the Veda, those who have not 
learnt the Veda by repeating after a teacher, those who have 
not tended the fires, come to have the characteristic of sadras’. 
And thus, how can study, which is obligatory, be prompted 
by teaching which, as having to be perfoi'med by him who 
desii’es wealth, is non -obligatory ? Nor may it be said that 
teaching though optional is yet obligatory since it is the 
cause, of livelihood which is always desired ; for with this 
much there docs not result the performance of teaching, as if 
obligatory. Indeed when there is cognised through the 
evidence of verbal testimony the need to perform obligatorily, 
as in the worship of the sandhya etc., then because of the 
fear of sin on non-performance, a person would be active (in 
respect of that) as a rule. In the case of teaching, however, 
the need to perform obligatorily is not cognised from verbal 
testimony, but is assumed as the cause of the fruit called 
livelihood which is alw'ays desired. It is indeed not possible 
to assume thus, since livelihood may result in the absence of 
teaching, even through helping in the performance of 
sacrificesj accepting gifts etc. 

XXIII. Then you may think: there may be obligatori- 
ness for investiture and for teaching as subsidiaries to the 
obligatory injunction to procreate a son; and the injunction 
to procreate a son is obligatory, since there is the declaration 
of sin in the words ‘For the sonless there is no enjoyment 

iManu-siurti, H, 168 
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(loka)’; similarly, after introducing the three obligations in 
the words ‘He is born verily with three obligations, that of 
brahmacarya (study of the Vedas) to the Rsis, that of 
sacrifice to the deities and that of (procreating) children to 
the fathers’, subsequently in the words ‘He verily, is free 
from obligations who has a son, has performed sacrifices and 
is a brahmacarin (one who has studied the Vedas)’ there is 
shown freedom from obligations to the fathers, for him 
who has a son; and that freedom from obligation is intelli- 
gible because of the sen being the cause of satisfaction to 
the fathers, through the performance of pinda-piti’-yajua etc; 
and the performance of that is not possible for one who has 
not been invested, or has not studied, or has not understood 
the sense of the Veda; therefore, teaching, which is needed 
by the obligatory injunction to procreate a son, in order that 
it may culminate in its fruit, is enjoined as siibsidiary to 
that (injunction), in the words ‘Therefore, they say the 
instructed son is the enjoyment; therefore be instructs him’; 
and thence, even on the strength of the obligatory injunction 
on the father to procreate a son, there results the obligatori- 
ness of the injunctions of investiture and teaching. 

XXIV. This is not sound; for, the text, ‘ Therefore, 
they say the instructed son ’ etc., which is of the nature of 
an arthavada subsidiary to the injunction of the rite of 
sampratti^ (the handing over of his responsibilities by a 
dying father to his son) is not capable of enjoining instruction. 
When, indeed, the father is certain of his (impending) death 
through disease etc., then he is to hand over to his son 
what should be performed by him — the Veda, its sense and 
its fruit; and that son is to take them over as to be performed 


i Brh., I, V, n 
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by himself; this is the rite of sampratti> And thus it is 
declared by firuti: ‘Then, therefore, the sampratti; when he 
thinks he is about to die, then he tells the son “Thou art 
Brahma (the Veda), thou art the sacrifice, thou art the 
enjoyment.’’ That son replies “I am Brahma, I am the sacri- 
fice, I am the enjoyment ” ’• And since, in that sampratti rite, 
it is not intelligible that in the absence of prior instruction 
everything that is to be done is comprehended by mere 
chance, there is certainly already accomplished the instruction 
implied by such injunction to procreate a son, as culminates 
in its fruit; that (instruction) is I'estated by this text by way 
of arthavada. 

XXV- Now, let there not be the injunction of 
instruction, by this text; yet, even on the strength of the 
obligatory injunction to procreate a son, it follows that for 
the father there is certainly an obligatory injunction to 
instimct through investiture etc ; if this be said, not so, foi*, 
the father is not the cause of the performance (of these) in 
respect of the son; otherwise, in the case of the suckling 
infant or some other who has lost his father, there is the 
contingence of the absence of investiture etc As for 
instruction, that is understood, from the capacity of what 
is expressly stated, to be but the teaching of these things 
which are to be done. And thus says sruti “There was 
one ^vetaketu, son of Aruni- To him the father said ‘0! 
6vetaketu, lead the life of a brahmaesrin (by seeking a precep- 
tor and studying under him); verily, dear one, none of our 
family remains without study as if brahmins by blood-’ ’’ Nor 
may it be said that, when the father is somehow dead, the 
pupil will call for another teacher and accomiilish the 

t 
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obligatory injunction etc., and that, therefore, (what ie called) 
instruction (anuiEsana in the sruti) is but the causing of the 
performance (of these). In that case, does the pupil get 
another teacher in order that his own eligibility may result 
or in order that the urge (niyoga) relating to the teacher 
may result? Not the first; for, by you who say that study 
is prompted by (the injunction oO teaching, a distinct eligibi- 
lity belonging to the pupil is not acknowledged. Not the 
second. For. the urge relating to one does not generate in 
another the cognition ‘(it) has to be done’. Nor does it 
stand to reason that there is the acquisition of means for the 
performance of what has not to be done. Then, (you may say), 
in the same way as there is acceptance of a substitute in the 
ease of other means, so in the case of the eligible person 
too, by accepting a substitute, the pupil is to obtain what 
is to be done; that is not (so), because of disparity (between 
the illustration and the illustrated). Everywhere, indeed, 
for the sake of the eligible person performing what is to be 
done, there is accepted a substitute in the case of other 
means. The substitute for the eligible person, however, for 
the sake of whose performance of what is to be done, is he 
accepted ? In the case of the teacher who is dead) there is 
no possibility of what is to be done, since the cause of his 
relation to an injunction (i., e. his eligibility) has ceased. 
Nor is there the possibility of that for the teacher who is to 
be accepted as a substitute; for that teacher is subsequent to 
the establishment of what is to be done. Therefore, the 
pupil is not capable of studying after accepting another 
teacher. 


XXVI. If then (you think) another teacher may take 
hold of the pupil instructed by the dead teacher and teach 
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him in order to fulfil his own eligibility, that too does not 
stand to reason: for, in the . case of the formerly invested 
pnpil, a fresh investiture by another teacher being impossible 
there is a lack of the subsidiary, consisting in being the 
investor, and hence the emergence of the principal, viz., 
teaching, is impossible. Nor may it be said that the subsi- 
diary, investiture, has been performed by this teacher in 
respect of another pupil ; for, in that case, the principal, 
teaching, having also been performed there, a fresh perfor- 
mance is impossible. If (it be said that) when the person 
invested by oneslf dies even prior to teaching, there is, in 
order that the principal alone may be performed, the taking 
hold of another pupil, then he may teach even him who is 
not invested. If it be said that having taught the one 
invested by himself, he teache.s others also for the sake of 
more wealth, then he should nut teach the poor. If it be said 
that he may teach the poor too for the sake of service 
(rendered in return), even thus-, on your view, it is difficult 
to avoid conflict with empirical usage, worldly and scriptural- 
In the world, indeed, a teacher is sought for the fulfilment of 
what is to be done by the pupil, but a pupil is not sought 
for the fulfilment of what is to be done by a teacher. In the 
Veda too it is understood that Satyakfima, the son of Jabala, 
for the sake of brahmacarya (Vedic study) himself sought and 
approached a teacher. And thus the ^ruti 'He, indeed having 
reached Gautama Haridrumata, said, “ I desire to live as a 
pupil with your reverence; I have approached your reverence-’” 
Thus, therefore, since there are many defects in the obligato- 
riness of teaching, and since, if study which is obligatory be 
prompted by that (teaching) which is non-obligatory, there is 
the conflict of the conjunction of the obligatory and the non* 
i Cbaud., IV. ir, 8. 
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obligatory, it should bs admitted that study is prompted only 
by the injunction iu respect of itself. 

XXVII. Now if the approach and the study be prompted 
by injunctions in respect of themselves, since investiture 
and teaching result even as prompted by these, the injunction 
of these in ‘ He is to invest, he is to teach that one ’ is futile ; 
if this be said, not so- Here, the injunction is not of the 
operations of the teacher, vix., investiture and teaching, but 
of the operations of the pupil, viz., approach and study. Now 
in the text there are cognised the two functions of the teacher, 
who is the prompting agent ; if there be adopted (instead) the 
two functions of the direct agent, the pupil, there would be 
conflict : if this be said, there is no conflict of principle ; for 
it is proper to restate the two operations of the teacher, which 
arc established as for the sake of livelihood, and enjoin what 
are not established, viz., the two operations of the pupil. 
Nor is there conflict with the word; for, in ‘ With this, he 
who desires a village is to be helped to sacrifice’ it is seen 
that the causative suffix is used even in respect of the proper 
sense (of the stem) (i. e. oneself performing a sacrifice) with- 
out the operation of a prompting agent- By a re-statement 
of helping in the sacrifice which is established, as for the sake 
of livelihood, sacrificing itself, which is not established, is 
enjoined- Why should it not be thus in ‘ He is to teach (i. e- 
cause study) ’ ? 

XXVIII. Now in ' He is to help in the sacrifice, he is 
to teach ’ since the (direct) agent’s operation is understood to 
be the sense of the stem and the operation of the prompting 
agent the sense of the causative suffix, there may be, through 
the re-statement of the one which is established, the injunc* 
tion of the other. But in ‘ He is to invest ’ since the stem 
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sense itself, is the operation of prompting :igcnt, how can 
there be enjoined what is not denoted, tlio operation of the 
(direct) agent? Nor may it he said ‘Let there not be an 
injunction of the pupil’s operation in respect oC investiture; 
but it may l)c in respect of teaching;’ for the two statements 
are similar in form- It is said (in reply); it will bo said (later) 
that by the root ‘ nayati (leads) ’ though denoting the promp- 
ting agent’s operation, there is indicated even the pupil’s 
operation that is not denoted; hence that alone is adopted 
as the secondary implication of the stem and enjoined, not 
the operation of the prompter, since that is established of 
itself. Now the establishment of that is dil'Iieult to make out, 
because of the contingence of reeiju'oea! dependence ; for, 
when there is enjoined for the pupil study together with the 
subsidiaries of daksipa, service etc., an<l wdien that (study) is 
))romptcd by an injunction in respect of itself, then results 
the activity of the teacher as for the sake of livelihood; and 
when activity is established for the sake of livelihood, it is 
possible through restating that to enjoin the pupil’s operation 
such as study. Not so ; for even in ' He who desires a village 
is to be helped to sacriQce ’ there is the contingence of 
difficulty in making out that helping to sacrifice is established; 
when there is enjoined the agent’s (sacri fleer’s) operation 
together with subsidiaries like daksipa, there is the establish- 
ment of the prompting agent’s operation, as for the sake of 
livelihood ; and when this is established, through restating 
it there is the injunction of the agent’s operation ; thus 
there is reciprocal .dependence. If now, (it be said that) the 
prompting agent’s operation as for the sake of livelihood, 
established in a general way in other sacrifices prompted by 
injunctions in respect of themselves, may be restated and 
(thence) the particular sacrifice enjoined for him who desires 
12 
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a village, then, here too, through the restatement of the 
prompting agent’s operation established in a general vvay in 
other injunctions, there may be enjoined the pupil’s operations 
of approach, study etc- Now, the prompting agent’s opei’a- 
tion, only as of the nature of helping to sacrifice, is established 
in other sacrifices: but that which is of the nature of 
investiture or teaching is not thus established in other 
injunctions; if this be said, then let there be establish- 
ment in the (near) future. Even on the strength 
of the injunction of the pupil’s operation, there will 
result the prompter’s operation, since the pupil’s operation 
is preceded by that- Nor may establishment in the reverse 
order be suspected; for it has been said that there is indeed 
no establishment possible of the obligatory through the non- 
obligatory. Now though for the established an originative 
injunction is impossible, through the restatement of it there 
may be an injunction of eligibility : if this be said, no ; for, 
there is not declared in the text any eligibility, constant or 
optional, such as being alive^. 

XXIX. Then, let it be an injunction of specific 
auxiliaries, like 'He is to buy with (a calf) that is ruddy and 
has yellow eyes’; and that auxiliary is said to be an eight- 
year old brahmin ; if this be said, no; for in the case of 
the two auxiliaries stated as brahmin-hood and being eight 
years old, which are qualifications devoid of mutual relation, 
an injunction of what is qualified (by both) is impossible; if 
they be enjoined independently there is the contingence of 
sentence-split- In the text about the ruddy (calf), however, 
since even that which is qualified, viz., the purchase of 
the means to the sacrifice (the soma-plant), is not otherwise 

1 *Being alive’ is the element constituting adhikara-vidhi in ‘ So long as 
one is alive, one should offer the agnihotra oblation.’ 
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estaiblished and has to be enjoined, when each of the quali* 
fications of ruddiness etc., relates syntactically to that 
(qualified), the injunction of the qualified stands to reason. 
Not thus here is the prompter’s operation to be enjoined, 
since it is established. Therefore, not of more than one is there 
injunction as auxiliary. That has been said: ‘When the (main) 
rite is established^ it is not possible to enjoin more than one 
auxiliary; Avhen, however, it is not established, even many 
(auxiliaries) are enjoined with a single effort’.^ 

XXX. Now jjust as injunction is refuted in the case of 
the prompter’s operation, because of (its) being established, 
similarly, it is possible to refute it even in the case of the 
pupil’s operation; for, in ‘He is to invest the pupil’ no opera- 
tion is cognised in the case of the pupil, who is the object; 
indeed in ‘go to the village’ no operation of the village is cog- 
nised. Not so; for here the pupil’s operation of approach is 
cognised both from the word and from reasoning. In ordinary 
experience, indeed, in verbal usage expressing the sense of 
leading (nayati), there is seen the motion of him who is led; 
hence there is the cognition of that from the word. Simi- 
larly, for the sake of instruction in letters there is seen the 
going of children towards the house of the teacher. Therefore, 
reasoning too makes known the pupil’s operation. Indeed, 
the prudent pupil does not engage in study etc., in the 
absence of an injunction; for its being for the sake of a visible 
fruit, like knowledge of the sense, having been refuted, 
appetition resulting from desire is impossible. Therefore, 
through a transformation of the text, the pupil’s operation 
is here to be enjoined. Just as in ‘He who desires a village 
is to be helped to sacrifice’ there is transformation into ‘He 
1. Tftutrri-vrirtik.i, II, ii, 0 
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who desircB a village is to sacrifice’, similarly in ‘He is to 
invest the brahmin eight years old’, there will be the trans- 
formation into ‘The eight year old brahmin should approach 
(a teacher), he should study’. 

XXXT. Now, even thus, an injunction does not fit in 
here, because of there being no eligibility. Being eight 
years old is not alone the cause of eligibility, because of the 
contingencc of investiture etc*, even for the sudra: nor 
brahminhood alone, because of the contingence of that 
investiture etc.) for one that is barely born ; nor both, 
because of the absence of mutual relation between the two, 
on the principle that ‘For qualities, because of their being 
for the sake of another (the relation is with that other, not 
among themselves)' Then you may think : for these two 
also there may be a derivative mutual relation ; this is just as 
in ‘He buys with the ruddy one, he buys with the yeaiding’ 
etc., where there is expressed by the word the relation of the 
act with each (quality) separately, there is subsequently a 
reciprocal relation (among the qualities) on the strength of 
their having a single fruit. That is not (so), since in that 
case there is the contingence of the cause of eligibility not 
being expressed by the word. Therefore this injunction 
which is without eligibility does not stand to reason. 

XXXII. There is not this defect, since there is no rule 
that everywhere the cause of eligibility should certainly be 
expressed by the word ; for, the capacity to perform a rite 
together with its subsidiaries, though not expressed by the 
word (in ‘He unto whom a son is born and whose hair is 
dark is to kindle the fire,’ where the qualifications are not 
imperative requisites, signifying, as they do, only the capacity 
Tpiu, m.i, V4 
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to perform the rites), is the cause of eligibility. Even if 
somehow there be a rule about being expressed by the word, 
there is the establishment of that by the assumption that the 
purport of the two words is the intimation of the (one as) 
qualified (by the other) through signifying tlie relation (of 
both) to the act. 

XXXIII* Now, even thus, the qualified is not the 
cause of eligibility, since it is a qualification of the predicate 
(upftdeya). It is thus. In ‘He is to instruct that one’, the 
accusative suffix that signifies of the pupil that he is the 
object in respect of the prompter’s operation, indicates of 
the pupil that he 'is the agent in respect of his own operation, 
since on the principle ‘He prompts him w’ho acts’ the 
pi'omptcr’s operation has for its content the agent (prompted). 
Nor may it he said that since in the case of the text ‘He is to 
teach’ a transformation has been stated (to be necessary), there 
is eligibility for the pupil and not agency ; for, there, 
through a restatement of the (already) established prompter’s 
operation, only the relation of the injunction to the 
agent’s 0|)eriition results from the transformation, but 
the pupil’s agency, established by the word, is not rejected. 
Therefore, the pupil is the predicate (upadeya) because of 
answering to its definition. Its definition is indeed that 
it is that which directly or indirectly is to be performed as 
the content of the injunction ; and since agent etc. are 
causal correlates in respect of what is to be performed, they 
arc indirectly what are to be performed. Therefore, the 
age qualified by caste, which is the qualification of the agent, 
the predicate, i. e. the pupil, that is not the cause of eligi- 
bility : for in ‘ The priests with the red turbans go round ’ 
the qualification of the agent, such as having red turbans, 
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is not seen to be the cause of eligibility*^ Nor is the agent 
himself the eligible person, since for the agent, as a causal 
correlate of what is to be performed, there is the nature of 
an auxiliary in respect of the injunction, while of the 
eligible person, as the lord (the owner of the result), there 
is relation to the injunction as a principal. Nor thus is 
there the impossibility of any cause of eligibility at all : for 
the qualification of that which is not a predicate is the cause 
of that (eligibility). What is not a predicate (anupadeya) 
is that which is related to an injunction, while being other 
than what is to be performed as prompted by the injunction 
or what is a qualification thereof ; and such a qualification 
of what is thus is being alive, having one’s house burnt down, 
desire for heaven etc. Here, however, being eight years old 
etc., is a qualification of a predicate (upadeya) ; how, then, 
can it be the cause of eligibility? 

XXXIV* To this it is said (in reply). Do you say 
this, taking the sense of the sentence to be bhavana (pro- 
ductive operation), or an urge (niyoga), or instrumentality 
to the desired? Not the first, since in that case, the rela- 
tion of eligibility having to be preceded by the relation to 
the agent, the qualification of the agent is itself the cause 
of eligibility. Bhavana indeed is human effort. And that, 
being of the nature of an act, primarily needs the causal 
correlates that bring about its existence. Of these, when 
the human goal and the stem-sense relate as what is to be 
accomplished and as the means thereto, by elimination, he 
who desires heaven etc- relates as the agent* And of this 
agent the distinguishing attributes are being alive, ^ having 

i For tliG tiyena Bacrificc, the eligible person here being he who desires to cast 
an evil spell. 

2 For obligatory rites 
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one’s liouse bnvnt down^, desire" etc- Therefore, since the 
fruit is restricted to the agent alone, that agent himself, 
being the lord (of the result) as conditioned by enjoyership 
of the fruit, attains eligibility. And therefore, the quali* 
fications of the agent, which are upadeya, themselves come 
to be the distinctive attributes of the eligible person too- 

XXXV. Now let there be the second (sense for the 
text)- The urge indeed needs the person prompted and the 
determinant, even as the cause of its own existence, since 
in their absence, the expectancy as to whose urge it is and 
in respect of what (act) is unfulfilled- Therefore he who 
desires heaven etc- present in the text relates as the person 
prompted and the stem-sense as the determinant. Nor is 
there needed here a separate relation of eligibility; for 
to the very person prompted, who has the cognition ‘ This 
urge relates to me’j there is eligibility as the lord of that. 
And that eligible person, not seeing the (way to the) accom- 
plishment of the urge except through the performance of 
the determinant (act), gets related to that performance as 
the agent- And thus, on this view, at the stage when there 
is the relation of eligibility, it is settled that heaven etc. 
are qualifications of the anupadeya- 

XXXVI- This is not sound ; for it is not contrary to 
(what is sought to be established in) the context- Even 
those who maintain the urge (uiyoga, to be the sense), 
though saying that only the qualification of the anupadeya 
(non-predicate) is the cause of eligibility, in some places 
distinguish the eligible person through a qualification of the 
agent; for, in ‘The king who desires independent empery is 

1 For expiatory (naimittilca) rites 

2 For optional (kamya) rites. 
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to sacrifice with the rajasriya’, the eligible person, he who 
desires independent einpery, has to be qualified by the 
qualification of the agent, i. e, kingship (ksatriya-hood); for, 
otherwise, there is the contingence of eligibility for that in 
th e ease of even the vaisya etc-, who desires independent 
empery. Nor thus is there the violation of the rule that the 
anupadeya alone is the cause of eligibility; for kingship, 
which cannot be brought about through performance by 
vaisyas etc., is what is not a predicate (anupndeya). And 
thus, in the present content too, why should not brahmin- 
hood associated with eight years of age, which cannot be 
obtained by any other through performance, be the cause of 
eligibility, though it is a qualification of the agent? 

XXXVIT, Now, thus, then, let there be the third view 
(of the sense of the text), n’herc, the senp of the text being 
instrumentality to the good, since for the good, which is 
of the nature of what is to be enjoyed, the expectancy of the 
enjoyer is primary, even for what is instrumental thereto 
the 7'elation to the enjoyer comes first- Nor may it be 
objected that in the case of the instrument, which as capable 
of being willed is expectant of the agent, the relation to the 
agent alone is primary ; for the capacity to be willed is not 
invariable, since it is not seen in respect of the rise of the 
moon etc., though instruments to the good- Even where 
there is this capacity, since the good is the principal, the 
syntactical relation should be stated in conformity with this. 
If then, (it he said that) since the instrument is the sense of 
the sentence, that is primary, yet the good is of the nature 
of the condition of its existence, since it has to be determined 
in the form ‘ What is it instrumental to? ’ As for the need 
for him who uses the means, that is subsequent to the 
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cognition of the distinctive instrument- Therefore, in 
conformity with the good that is primarily cognised there 
being the syntactical relation with the eujoyer, subsequently, 
since instrumentality to the desired is laid down by the 
injunction as present in the stem-sense that is capable of 
being willed and is instrumental to the desired, and since 
volition needs an agent, that same enjoyer, the eligible person, 
attains agency (also). Therefore on this view, the qualifica- 
tion of eligibility belongs only to what is not the predicate 
(anupadeya). 

XXXVIII. Even thus, there is no conilict in the 

present context; for, in the case of the pupil for whom there 
has primarily resulted the relation of eligibility, as enjoyer^ 
in respect of the instrument to the dcsired> in the nature of 
approach, though he may subsequently attain the relation 
of agent as well, the qualifications of brahminhood ctc.j are 
qualifications of him as anupadeya. Therefore, when 
investiture which is the subsidiary has an eligible person, 
this results even for study which is the principal, since 

everywhere there is (but) one eligible person for both 
subsidiary and principal. 

XXXIX. Now, thus, then, since like brahminhood, 
even being eight years old, a cause of the eligibility for 
investiture, relates to study too, there follows the conclusion 
of the study even before the ninth year ; and that is not 

possible ; if this be said, no ; for, there is no rule as to 

identity in time between the subsidiary and the principal. 
Otherwise, it would not be possible to perform the subsidiary, 
the anvadhana, on the parva (here, the new moon) day and 
perform the principal, the (darsa) isti on the first day (of the 
Buoceeding fort-night). Therefore, the time, which is a 
13 
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cause of eligibility in respect of the subsidiary, is not a cause 
of eligibility in respect of the principal. Thus, therefore, 
since there is the possibility of eligibility in respect of the 
obligatory, there is no unintelligibility whatever in the 
injunction to study. 

XL- Now, since, on the principle that when once 
performed (i. e read), the sense of the sSstra has been per- 
formed (fully), the injunction to study is established even 
with studying once, repetition would not be obtained; if this 
bo said, no; for that (repetition) is obtained because of the 
unintelligibility otherwise of the seen fruit consisting in the 
learning of the letters; even by you, that (repetition) is 
assumed only because of the unintelligibility otherwise of 
the fruit, viz., knowledge of the sense- Then, it is 
only knowledge of the sense as preceded by the learning 
of the letters that is the cause of the repetition ; if this be 
said, no ; for knowledge of the sense is seen to result even 
from texts of another branch (of the Veda) or human state- 
ments, though not mastered by repetition. Nor may it 
be said ‘Then, let there not be the learning of letters and 
repetition: ’ because of the contingence of the impossibility 
of the injunctions to recite one’s own Veda and to study 
(learn by rote). Indeed, when the letters have not been 
learnt, it is not possible to recite one’s own Veda by way 
of Brahma-yajna. Nor is study (learning by rote) possible 
without repetition; for, what is denoted by the word ‘ study ’ 
is that operation which culminates in learning the letters. 
Therefore, the injunction to study terminates (only) with 
the apprehension of the letters. If an unseen result be 
needed for the injunction, then that must be assumed only 
as inherent in the learning of the letters, since where an 
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unseen result inherent in the seen is (possible), an indepen- 
dent unseen result is impossible. And thus since the in- 
junction to study culminates only with the apprehension 
of the letters^ the inquiry comes to be prompted by the 
injunction of the rites. 

XLT. As for this that in the Suhara-hhUsya, the com- 
mentator, while stating of the Veda that without dependence 
on any other it is the cause of inquiry, acknowledges of the 
injunction to study that it is the cause of inquiry — there, 
indirect causality is to be understood. For, one’s own Veda 
learnt through the study that is enjoined, makes known the 
injunctions to sacrifice. And those injunctions learnt super- 
ficially from one’s own Veda, being incapable of causing 
performance in the absence of ascertained knowledge of what 
is to bo performed, prompt inquiry, for the ascertainment 
of that. Nor may it be said ‘ Let there be no performance 
at all : ’ for, sin consequent on non-performance in 
respect of the obligatory injunctions is cognised (even) 
on the surface. In the case, however, of the injunctions of 
the optional, the desire for fruit itself prompts inquiry, in 
the same way as (it does) the ceremonial kindling (though 
not a subsidiary). Now, rather than assume the prompting 
by more than one injunction, it is better to assume 
the prompting of inquiry by the injunction to study ; if 
this be said, no. For an injunction is in every ease the 
prompter of what is eujoinfd by itself or of what is helpful 
thereto, not of any other; inquiry, however, is not enjoined 
by the injunction to study nor is it helpful thereto. Nor is 
it thus possible to refute the prompting of inquiry by the 
later injunction to sacrifice; for, it is helpful in respect of 
what is enjoined by that injunction. Nor is there 
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un'mtelligibility in inquiry which is single being prompted by 
more than one injunction (to sacrifice); for the ascertained 
knowledge attainable by inquiry being different with each 
text, that is intelligible; for, the ceremonial kindling, though 
one, is seen to be prompted by more than on^ injunction 
(to sacrifice). If, fearing prolixity in being prompted by 
more than one injunction, you declare that inquiry is pom- 
pted solely by the injunction to study, then, it should be 
said even of the performance of sacrifice etc., that it is 
prompted by that (single injunction) because of parsimony ; 
and because, on your view, as the fruit of the injunction to 
study culminates in the attainment of heaven etc., the 
performance of sacrifice is (only) auxiliary to what is enjoined 
(i. e., study) ; thence would result the futility of the injunc- 
tion to sacrifice. Now, even in the final position there is 
parity of this undue extension — the study which is i)i dispute 
is prompted by the injunction to sacrifice, since it causes 
the performance of the sacrifice, in the same way as ascer- 
tainment of the sense by inquiry : if this be said, no; for the 
injunctions to sacrifice, which are not known prior to study, 
cannot be prompters of study. If it be said that even the 
injunction to study is not known prior to study, true ; yet 
the injunction to study heard from the father etc., in the 
same way as the injunction to worship sandhya etc., prompts 
study. Nor is it possible for injunctions to sacrifice to be 
heard from the father etc., prior to study, in which case, 
being prompted by them would result for study. Therefore, 
it should be acknowledged that study is prompted by the 
injunction to study, and that the inquiry into dharma is 
prompted by the injituctions to sacrifice. 

XLII. Let it then be that for the inquiry into Brah- 
man too, as for the inquiry into dharma, there is prompting 
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by a later obligatory injunction in respect of which all 
three castes are eligible : if this be said, is there for the in- 
quiry into Brahman prompting by the injunction to hear 
(study) or prompting by the injunction to sacrifice ? Not 
the first ; for there being no sin for all three castes on the 
non-performance of hearing etc-, its being an obligatory in- 
junction in respect of them is unintelligible ; for there is sin 
for the ascetic alone on the non-performance of hearing etc. 
Nor the second; since Brahman-inquiry is not helpful 
to sacrifice. Now, in order to ascertain that in the 
Vedantas, there is not the host of subsidiaries etc*, which have 
to be performed by those who perform the agnihotra etc., 
the Vedantas have to be inquired into ; if this be said, no ; 
for, that much is ascertained even from the superficial cog- 
nition generated by .study. Thu.s, therefore; since in respect 
of Brahman-incpiiry; there is not; as for the inquiry into 
dharma, eligibility for (members of) all the threo castes who 
have studied their own branches of the Veda, in order to 
establish by reasoning the qualification of eligibility con- 
sisting in the pos.seRsion in alnindance of the four-fold means 
mentioned in the context of the injunction to study etc., 
the word ‘ atha ’ signifying ‘immediate sncce.ssion’ has been 
used by the aphorist, (but) not with the intention to declare 
a commencement ; this is settled. 

XLIII. Now, at the commencement of a Sastra in order 
to keep up the practice of the worthy and for the removal 

of obstacles, an auspicious invocation should be made ; there- 
fore, let the word ‘atha’ have the sense of auspiciousness ; 
it is, indeed; possible for it to have the sense of auspicious- 
ness, because of the smpti : ‘ The two words Om and atha 

issued forth from Brahma’s face; splitting his throat : there- 
fore, they are both auspicious’ ; if this be said, does the 
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auspicioQsness relate to the desire to know Brahman non- 
appositionally by becoming a causal correlate, or apposition ally 
by becoming a qualification ? Not the first, since there is no 
evidence of auspiciousness being one of the causal correlates, 
such as agent etc. Nor is this the evidence, viz-, the unintelli- 
gibility otherwise of the desire to know: for that is intelligible 
even through other causal correlates. The jiva is the agent, 
the Vedanta text with mental concentration as the auxiliary 
is the instrument; such are the other causal correlates. Nor 
the second ; for if it is said 'The desire to know is auspicious’ 
there is the contingence of its being an arthavada as 
having eulogy for purport. As for auspicious invocation for 
the sake of the practice of the worthy etc., it is possible to 
obtain that through the word *atha’ as signifying immediate 
succession ; for, auspicious nature belongs to the sound of 
the letters ‘a’ ‘tba’ etc., in the same way as to the sound 
of the drum (mrdaiiga) etc. 

XLIV. Even thus, just as in ‘If, then (atha), you think 
thus’, let the word ‘atha’ express a sense other than the 
present (i. c.. just considered) sense; if this be said, no; for, 
when immediate succession in the relation of cause and effect 
is expressed, the possession of a sense other than the present 
sense is established as included in that. Nor may it be said 
that in the reverse way immediate succession itself may be 
established as included (in the other). Here, is there indicated 
a particular thing which as invariably antecedent is of the 
nature of the cause ? Or is there needed some antecedent 
thing whatsoever? Not the first, since, in the absence of the 
signification of immediate succession, there is not established 
the invariability of the particular thing as causally antecedent. 
Not the second ; for, since in ordinary experience, in respect 
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of all activities whatsoever, there is established something 
other than something else., previously existent, for the word 
‘atha’ there is the contingence either of being a restatement 
or of having an unseen result. Therefore, in order to 
indicate the invariably antecedent full cause, immediate 
succession alone should be signified by the word ‘atha’- 
Though on the signification of immediate succession alone 
that is not established, yet it is certainly established on • the 
adoption of immediate succession in the principal sense- The 
immediate succession of the effect from the full cause, that 
alone is (such) in the principal sense, because of non- 
remoteness and non-inconstancy. As for the immediate 
succession between what are not cause and effect, that, since 
it is sometimes inconstant and sometimes remote, would be 
but secondarily (the sensi.)- Nor may it bo asked 'If the 
effect is seen, what (is the need) of knowing the full cause ?’ 
For, the full cause being the qualification of the eligible 
person, its cognition is needed for engaging in desire, inquiry 
etc-, that culminate in the fruit- 

XIjV. Now, the qualification of the eligible person has 
certainly been stated already by the word ‘then (atha)’ in 
‘Then, therefore, the inquiry into dharma’; if this be said, 
no- There, indeed, immediate succession to study (of the 
Veda) is stated by the word ‘then’- And it is not possible 
for that to be the qualification of the eligible person here; 
for, there being no bare co-absence, it is not the cause- 
Indeed, when there is fullness of causes like calmness, equani- 
mity etc-, and there is the defect of the absence of study (of 
the Veda\ there is not seen non-appetency of the desire to 
know Brahman. Though, since when the Vedantas are not 
studied there is no inquiry into them, (their) study too is 
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included in the full cause, still study (of the Veda) which is a 
common cause of the inquiries into dharma and Brahman, is 
not the full cause in respect of the Brahman-inquiry, and is, 
therefore, common to the inquiry or the non-inquiry into it; 
hence, that in immediate succession to which there is 
invariably the engaging in the inquiry into Brahman, that 
kind of full cause is to be sought* Since the inquiries into 
dharma and Brahman, being reciprocally related as the helper 
and the helped, are subsidiary to a single fruit, immediate 
succession to the helper, the inquiry into dharma, is included 
ill the full cause of that which is helped, Brahman-inquiry; 
hence that may be the sense of the word ‘atha’; if this be 
said, no ; for the relation of the two as helper and helped is 
not established. If it were the helper, then, indeed, as for 
the study of the Vedantas, for the inquiry into dharma too, 
(the relation of) co-absence should be stated ; and that cannot 
be stated ; for even though there be not the desire to know 
dharma, there is cognised, for him who has studied the 
Vedanta* the desire to know Brahman. 

XLVI (a). Jf then, for the learning of meaning etc*, 
there be need of the earlier Tantra, even then, this should be 
stated ; what is it that is needed from there, (A) the reasoning, 
or (B) the ascertainment of the sense of the text, or (C) rites 
like agnihotra ? (A) On the first, is there need of (a) the 

reasoning instrumental to and needed by the authoritative- 
ness of the Veda mentioned in the first pada, or of (b) some 
other reasoning ? (a) Not the first* since even in the later 

Tantra, the reasoning needed by the Vedanta is stated in 
such aphorisms as ‘Because of being-tbe-sastra-source’’- 
and ‘Eternality, for that same reason’ Or let it be that for 
IBr. sa., I, i, 3 
*Br. SU., I, i, 22 



ilt, xivi 


I'HtHO VAK^AKA 


327 


the sake ol' reinforcement there is need of the first piida (of 
the Purvamimaiiisa): not with this much is there the contin- 
gence of immediate succession to the desire to know dharma, 
since the first pada is common to the desires to know both 
dharma and Brahman. If it bo said “ JLet the meaning of the 
word ‘atha’ be immediate succession to the inquiry in the 
first pada into the authoritativencss of the Vedanta,” no; 
for that too, like study (of the Veda in general) is not the 
full cause, (b) Even on the second, is that other reasoning 
needed (1) in the teaching of Brahman, or (2) in the impor- 
tation of attributes ? (1) Not the first; because, for the other 
reasoning that helps to ascertain the four forms of injunction 
as originative etc-, there is no use in the teaching of an 
existent thing, which cannot be performed. If it be said 
that in aphorisms like ‘ The ether (is Brahman)? because of 
the characteristic marks of that (Brahman),’ ' sruti (statement), 
liuga (characteristic mark) etc. arc depended on, no ; for, 
there, only such statement etc., as are established in ordinary 
experience, arc depended on (not sruti in the sense of 
express statement, lihga as the capacity of what is so stated 
and so on). (2) Not the second ; for, since the meditations 
on what is with attributes, which arc of the nature of 
mental acts, fall within dharma, there is no conflict even if 
there be dependence on that (other reasoning) in the impor- 
tation of attributes. In the desire to know Brahman, how- 
ever, the relation of meditations is incidental. 

XLVI(b). (B) Even on the second, the ascertainment 
of the sense of texts in the earlier Tantra is not of service in 
engaging in the inquiry into Brahman, since nowhere is it 
seen that the knowledge of one content is the cause of 


» Ibid., I, lii, 89 

14 



328 


ViVABANAPBAMKYASASGRAHA 


[III, xivi 


activity in respect of something (wholly) different. Nor is 
there use for it in the valid knowledge of Brahman, since 
knowledge of dharma is not capable of causing valid know- 
ledge of Brahman. If it be said that, because of Brahman 
being the cause of the knowledge of dharma, there is inference 
of the cause from the effect, then, since it is possible to infer 
Brahman even from the world that is an effect, what (is the 
need) of knowledge of dharma (for this purpose) ? 

ffi 

XLVI(c). (C) Even on the third alternative, how is 
there utility for rites like agnihotra, in the inquiry into 
Brahman ? (1) Is it said that just as by a succession of steps 
one climbs to the first floor, similarly, beginning with the 
worship of sandhya and taking on each subsequent rite of 
greater magnitide after abandoning each earlier lesser rite, 
one comes to the unsurpassed rite (called) the thousand-year- 
rite and then by elimination (of all rites) lands in Brahman- 
knowledge ? (2) Or is it (said) that the fruit all of rites being 
attained in succession, all desires having objects which end 
with the Brahma-loka having been dissolved (sated) by 
enjoyment, he who is rid of desires therefor lands in the 
inquiry into Brahman, through the desire for supreme bliss ? 
(1) Not the first, since there is no evidence (of such passage 
from the final rite to Brahman-knowledge). (2) On the 
second. Brahman-inquiry would not be eligible for human 
beings, since it is subsequent to the attainment of Brahma- 
loka. Even then, since for him who has desires there is no 
eligibility in respect of Brahman-inquiry, desire has certainly 
to be dissolved ; that being the case, just as fire, after burning 
up all that is present as combustible, dies down, similarly, 
desire too is dissolved by the enjoyment of everything ; if this 
be said, no; for, as enjoyments like that of Hiranyagarbba 
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perish every moment, desire as relating to future enjoyment 
ie intelligible ; even fire is seen to flame up (again) in the 
presence of some other combustible material. Hence it is 
that it has been said ; ‘Never does desire die down through 
the enjoyment of desires ; it only grows again like fire with 
what is offered to it-’^ Now, a person, whose mind is clear 
through the fulfilment of desire, is seen to be capable of 
doing something else ; if this be said, true ; there> the removal 
of desire is the cause of the clarity of the mind, not the 
attainment of the desired : foi’ mental clarity is seen for that 
person who has not enjoyed objects and is devoid of desire 
(for them). And desire is removed for certain not by enjoy- 
ment, but by the cognition of defect in the object. Nor is 
there any scripture to the effect that the quenching (of desire) 
is by enjoyment. 

XLVII, As for him who thinks that all the words of 
the Vedas have jointly for purport the knowledge of the 
dissolution of the world, since even the text.s like that 
about the jyotistoma serve to dispel the notion that the body 
is the self, in the case of those who engage (in them)> holding 
to a self over and above the body, he will be refuted even by 
conflict with experience.^ Therefore, in no manner 
whatsoever is it easy to make out the dependence on the 
earlier Tantra. 

XLVIII(a). Now, through the channel of ritual, there 
may be dependence on that for Jfrabman-inquiry. It is thus. 
The obligatory rites when performed endow the person 
with a good quality called virtue; and this virtue; i-emoves 

iManu-smrti, II, 94 

aPor the view oriticiflccl here and t\xo criticism thereof, cp., Brahmasiddhi^ 
pp, 26, 27, 28-30, 
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the impurity called sin : therefore, the person purified 
through the two purifications of endowment with a good 
qiiality and removal of impurity, is eligible for Brahman* 
inquiry. Thus says Gautama : ‘He, for .whom there have 
been these forty-eight purificatory ceremonies, goes to unity 
with Brahman, to the same world (as Brahman).’ Here by 
the word ‘these’ are referred to the rites beginning with 
nuptials and ending with the seven soma sacrifices. Nor may 
it be said : ‘ If rites be purificatory, they could have no 

independent fruit (of their own), since there is no indepen- 
dent fruit in the sprinkling of the rice-grains etc. ; thence, 
would be affected the sruti text — All these come to he inhabi- 
tants of meritorious worlds — which declares independent 
fruit for those who perform the duties of the various orders 
of life for, since there is not admitted of these rites, as for 
sprinkling etc., subsidiariness to something else, there is no 
opposition to the possession of independent fruit. Just 
as the acquisition of wealth, which is ascertained to be an 
independent human goal, is helpful to sacrifice though not a 
subsidiary to sacrifice, similarly, even for rites which are not 
subsidiary, there may be utility in respect of Brahman- 
inquiry ; otherwise there is unintelligibility of the .smvti 
about the rites being purificatory. And thus mere rites have 
prosperity as fruit; but. when conjoined with hearing, 
reflection, etc., they generate Brahman-knowledge; hence 
there is no conflict between smrti and sruti. Nor 
may it be said that because of the capacity (liiiga) of the 
word ‘ salokya (living in the same world) ’ in the smyti 
of Gautama, only the attainment of (the status of) Hiranya- 
garbha is the fruit of purificatory rites ; for, release is (also) 
expressed there by the word ‘ sayujya ’ ; in smytis like 
‘Knowledge arises for human beings through the exhaustion 
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of einful deeds,’ there is stated qaite clearly the application of 
rites in the origination of knowledge through purification 
consisting in the exhaustion of sin. Just as sprinkling etc., 
which are purificatory rites, combine in (the production of) 
heaven as causing the origination of the existence of the 
darsa-pTlniamasa (sacrifice), similarly rites, obligatory and 
occasioned, combine in (the production of) release, as causing 
the origination of knowledge. Now, then, there results the 
character of a subsidiary rite, even as for sprinkling etc.; 
therefore, there is at no time whatever the e.stabli3hment of 
independent fruitfulness : if this be said, no ; for, since for 
tlie soul which is here to be purified there is not as for rice- 
grains the quality of being enjoined, there results that 
(independent result). Ih-ahman-knowledge dependent on 
sources of valid knowledge is not indeed capable of being 
enjoined, in which case there could be for the self the quality 
of being enjoined. Now, if this be the case, there would not 
belong to the obligatory and the occasioned, the quality of 
being a purificatory rite, since that is established only in 
respect of a rite which is purificatory of the material that is 
.an enjoined subsidiary; if this bo said, not so; for, it is 
established even in respect of the purification of the curd 
W’hich is subsidiary to eating that is not enjoined. 

XLVIlI(b). Now if the obligatory rites be the modus 
operavdi in respect of Brahman-knowledge, in that case, 
there would not result the instrumentality mentioned in the 
injunctive text, since in one and the same place there is no 
po,ssil)ility of instrumentality and the character of modus 
operandi, which are of the nature (respectively) of principal 
and accessory ; and if there be not the character of Mc)tZ?/s 
operandi, then, there would not result the nature of being 
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purification of the material (intended) for some other purpose, 
like the purification of curd etc. ; if this be said, there is not 
this defect, since either way there is no conflict. First, it is 
not the case that instrumentality and the character- of modus 
operandi are not possible for the same; for in ‘Having 
performed Agnicayana (building the fire-altar) he is to 
sacrifice with the Sautramani ‘ Having sacrificed with the 
Vajapeya, he is to sacrifice with the Byhaspatisava’, even 
in the case of the Sautramani and the Byhaspatisava indepen- 
dently enjoined elsewhere as instrumental to something else 
there is seen the character of modus operandi to the 
Agnicayana and the Vajapeya- If it be said here that the 
Sautramani etc. subserving both purposes stands to reason 
because of the differentie in the evidence, i- e. the texts 
declaring instrumentality and the character of modus 
operandi, then, here too, on the strength of the obligatory 
injunction and on the strength of the sruti texts inferred (as 
the basis) for the smrti about (these rites being) purifications, 
let us assume their subserving both purposes. Nor is it that 
purificatory nature is non -established for what is not a modus 
operandi ; for in the case of the ceremonial kindling, it is 
only to w’hat is not a modus operandi that purificatory 
nature belongs. 

XLVIII(c). Now, if rites be instrumental to knowledge, 
because of their performance up to the rise of knowledge, 
there would not result renunciation due to the desire to 
know; if this be said, no; for, when, through purification, 
there results for the mind the turning to the inner self, 
there is no conflict in acknowledging the cessation of the 
performance of these (rites). That has been said: ‘Eites 
after having originated for the intellect, through purification, 
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a turning to the inner self, accomplish what they purpose 
and disappear, like clouds at the cud of the rainy season 
Thus, therefore, on the view of ))urilication, there is esta- 
blished the utility of rites in respect of Brahman-knowledge. 

XLlX(a). Next, that (utility) is stated even on the view 
of (their serving) the desire to know. It is declared by sruti 
‘ That (self) the brahmins desire to know through study 
of the Veda, through sacrifice, through gifts and through 
austerities like fasting.'^ Here the immediate experience 
of the true nature of the self, being what is desired, is 
understood to be accomplishable by a productive operation, 
in the same way as heaven etc-, since it is a human goal. Nor 
may it be suspected that desirability belongs to knowledge 
from verbal testimony, since when verbal knowledge has 
arisen, desire does not arise in respect of it, whereas when 
that (knowledge) has not arisen, desire in respect of that is 
all the more impossible even because of the object (of desire) 
being unknown. In respect of immediate experience, 
however, desire is certainly possible ; for when verbal know- 
ledge has arisen, the object is established in a general way. 
When, however, verbal testimony itself is (recognised to be) 
the originator of immediate knowledge, even then, since it is 
liable to disturbance, undisturbed knowledge is certainly to be 
desired. This being the case, since sacrifice etc., which are 
understood as instruments to the productive operation 
expressed by the akhyata, relate syntactically with the desir- 
able thing to be accomplished, they are understood to be 
instrumental to the experience of Brahman. Nor is (their) 
syntactical relation with the desire alone, since that is not 

> Nai^karrnyasiddhi, I, 49. 

2Brh., IV, iv, 28 
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what is to be accomplished. And thence results the injunction 
‘lie who desires the experience of the self is to perform 
sacrifice etc.’ Nor is there conflict with the present 
(indicative) in ‘They desire to know,’ since an injunction is 
understood by the adoption of a let (optative, in the place of 
the present indicative). Nor may it be asked bow for sacrifice 
etc-, which are obligatory, there is relation to him who desires 
the experience of Brahman ; for, it is intelligible like the 
relation to liim who desires heaven (in the case of the 
agnihotra, which is elsewhere treated as an obligatory rite). 

XJilX(b). Now, what are in dispute, the sacrifice 
etc., which cause knowledge, ai’e different from obligatory 
sacrifice etc., since they are enjoined in another topic, like the 
monthly agnihotra (mentioned) in the kui,i(lapayinam ayana; 
what is called the kui.u.hipayinam ayana is a sacrifice to bo 
performed in a year : in the case of what is enjoined there, 
in the form ‘He offers the monthly agnihotra oblation,’ 
there is indeed ascertained it.s difference from the well known 
agnihotra, because of its mention in a different topic; 
similarly (there is difference) here too. This does not stand 
to reason, because of disparity. For, in the illustration, the 
word ‘ agnihotra ’ is not capable of referring to the well 
known agnihotra, since this, which is the name of what is 
not in ordinary experience, is dependent on the akhyata and 
denotes the object stated in the akhyata. Nor is the akhyata 
word capable of (denoting) that (agnihotra) : for when there 
is a particular rite mentioned in its own topic, qualified 
by the upasads and the quality of being performed monthly, 
it is not possible to abandon this and refer to (what is 
mentioned in) some other topic. In what is illustrated, 
however, since the words — study, sacrifice, gift, austerity and 
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fasting — ave indepeutlenfc, as denoting wbat is in ordinary 
experience, the reference to agnibotra etc., prescribed else- 
where, is intelligible ; and hence it is intelligible that these 
same rites are enjoined in a different relation. 

XLIX(c). Now, even thus, in the case of Brahman- 
knowledge that is generated by the seen causal aggregate, 
vi?!-, means of valid knowledge, there is no dependence on an 
unseen result, since when there do exist the means of valid 
knowledge, it is not seen that knowledge does not arise, 
because of the fault of the non-existence of the unseen result 
generated by sacrifice etc- ; if this be said, no ; for in 
respect of an object that is to be known solely from the 
sastra, the non-existence of co-absence (of the alleged cause 
and effect) is not a defect- 

XLIX(d). As for what is thought by those who main- 
tain the combination (of knowledge and rites), — that rites are 
not instrumental to knowledge since they are not of the 
nature of means of knowledge, but are instrumental to 
release — that is unsound ; for there is conflict (of wbat they 
say) with the instrumentality to knowledge declared by Sruti 
in ‘ By sacrifice they desire to know’.' If instrumentality 
is not directly possible, then, it has to be assumed, as through 
the purification of the intci'nal organ ; for, in ordinary 
experience, in ‘ He cooks with fuel ’ etc., the instrumental 
suffix is seen (to be used) even in respect of what is indirectly 
an instrument ; even in the Veda, in the case of sacrifice etc-, 
declared to be instrumental to heaven, instrumentality is 
assumed (only) through the chann6l of unseen potency. Not 
thus is instrumentality to release cognised in this text: but 
on the contrary, the instrumentality of rites to release is 

• Brb., IV, iv, Siii 
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denied in another text ' Not by rites, not by children etc. 
Therefore there belongs to them causality in respect of 
knowledge alone. 

XLIX(e). Now, if they be the cause of knowledge 
through purification> what is the difference between the 
Tiews of (their serving) purification and the desire to know? 
It is said (in reply). Purification generates knowledge only 
when there is the presence in abundance of the auxiliary 
causes — hearing, reflection, contemplation, repetition etc.; 
in their absence, (it produces) prosperity alone ; but on (the 
view of) the desire to know (being what is subserved), since 
knowledge is the fruit of rites, it generates knowledge even 
through procuring tho instruments that culminate in the 
fruit ; this is the difference. Thus, therefore, on both views, 
since through the rites (that have to be perfomed), the earlier 
Tantra is needed, immediate succession to that is the meaning 
of the word ‘atha’. 

L(a). This is not sound, since the rise of knowledge is 
possible when the internal organ is purified even by idtes 
perfomed in another life. 

Ij(b). Then it maybe thought: rites should be per- 
formed in this life in order to discharge the obligations; for 
there is the smrti ‘ Having discharged the three obligations 
the mind is to be set on release ; he however who without 
discharging (them) seeks release goes down below.’ “ 

L(c). This is unsound, since it is sublated by the 
explicit sruti te.xt'’ ‘Or else, otherwise, he is to renounce 

^ MahfiQariTana., X, •'J 
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even from the student’s order of That has been said ; 

‘ Since renunciation (even) in the bef'inning is established 
on the authority of the express statement of the Veds, the 
statement ‘ Having discharged the three obligations etc. ” 
is a smrti without authority If it be said that there is 
6ruti too ‘Verily, a brahmin, even in being born, is }>orn with 
three obligations,’ no ; for that is an artliavilda subsidiary 
to the cutting out of the heart etc* (of the sacrificial animal). 
Nor is this an arthavitda stating a fact, because of (its) conflict 
with reasoning. By the word ‘ obligation ’ here, are there 
mentioned only the son, the sacrifice, and the study of the 
Veda, or the injunctions thereof? Of these (two possibilities), 
for him who is (just) born, the relation to a son etc., does 
not stand to reason, since that is opposed to competent non- 
cognition (of what would have been cognised if it existed). 
Nor is relation to the injunction thereof (possible) ; for in the 
case of him who is (just born and) devoid of the cognition 
of the injunction and the capacity (to carry it out) there is 
no eligibility ; and capacity is a qualification of the eligible 
person. If then it be explained thus, that the house-holder, 
when he is born (i. e. becomes) such, becomes so with three 
obligations, even thus, it is difficult to avoid the conflict with 
the injunction ‘ renounce from the house- (holder’s life)’ ‘ and 
the conflict with the reasoning set forth above. For there is 
not seen the relation to a son or the capacity to procreate 
one, on the very day of marriage. Nor is it possible to say 
that this text is for the sake of remedying the relation of 
other opposed injunctions (to the person) from birth and 

DTablUa, i 
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prior to his foil poBSORsion of snoh oliffibility as (tho 
procreation of) a son etc- : for, tliat is opposed to the 
injunction of renunciation mentioned above (from the house- 
holder’s life). Therefore, this text ending with ‘ Therefore, 
this one, verily, is without obligation, who has a son, has 
sacrificed, has studied the Veda; this (debt) he discharges 
(avadayate) by these (avadanas) acta of cutting out ; hence the 
avadanatva of the avadanas (the acts of cutting out)’ is 
merely an artha-vada which does not state a fact. 

L(d). Now, when there is conflict with the injunction, 
'Having finished wdth the student’s order of life, he is to 
become a house-holder,’^ how can renunciation be enjoined 
even from the student’s order of life ? Not so ; for renuncia- 
tion and the house-holder’s state are distinguished through 
the difference in what they relate to, viz., him who is non- 
attacbed and him iwho is not non-attached. 

Ij(e). He, however, who thinks the distinction to be 
due to this, that renunciation relates to those like the blind 
and the lame who are ineligible for rites, he is to be asked 
w'hether this is understood from a consideration of the 
injunction or whether it is assumed. Not the -first; for, the 
text ‘Renounce oven from the student’s order of life’* is 
cognised as common to both those who . ate eligible and 
those who are ineligible for rites. If it be said that, since 
the house-holder’s state is enjoined in respect of those who 
are eligible, that text ends in (application to) the ineligible 
alone, no ; for, in the subsequent text ‘Then, again, whether 
he has no vows to keep or has vows (to keep in order to 
attain saipnyasa) whether he has performed the ceremonial 
bath (after completion of studies) or he has not performed 
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the hath, whether he has lia<1 the lire quenched (bet^anse 
of the loss of his wife) or has had no fire at all., the day 
on which he is non-attached, that very d&y he is to renounce*' 
eligibility for renunciation is expressly accepted for both 
those who are eligible and those who are ineligible in respect 
of rites. Nor thus is there the contingence of the eligibility 
of renunciation for all ; for, non-attachment is regulative 
(of eligibility). If he who is not non-attached, even if 
blind etc., should renounce, that would lead to the condition 
of one who has fallen ; for, in * ITe who having become an 
ascetic ’ etc., the pursuit of (sense-) objects is prohibited. 
Nor is it the second (that it is assumed) ; for there is no 
(valid) basis for the assumption. 

L(f). Then you may think : ‘Though the senses may 
exist, they have. to be checked by the ascetic: better than 
this is it that there should be eligibility for that (renuncia- 
tion) only in the case of him who is devoid of the senses’. 
Not so. Here, is it because of non-utility in respect of 
renunciation, which is a subsidiary, that there is checking 
of the senses? Or is it because of non-utility in respect 
of the principal, self-knowledge ? Or is it because of gene- 
rating opposed activities too ? Not the first; for, the senses 
are useful for carrying out such duties of renunciation as 
‘He is to set his foot on ground which has been seen to be 
pure’-^ and ‘He is to move on the ground lightly like a worm*. 
Not the second, since in ‘Let my body be whole, my tongue 
be honied’^ etc., the soundness of body, senses etc. is prayed 
for, for the sake of of self-knowledge. On the third 

1 JSibThla, 4 
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(alternative), hnwover, opposeil activity alone is to be abandon- 
ed, not the existence of the senses. What then is the path 
for those who are iTot non-attached, who are blind, lame 
and so on, and who are (therefore) not eligible in respect 
of rites associated with the acts of looking at the ghee, 
going round the fire etc. ? If this be asked, we say that 
there is eligibility in respect of other rites such as procrea- 
tion of sons, and the recitation of the Veda Therefore, 
in , respect of renunciation, which is mentioned in the topic 
of self-knowledge and is subsidiary thereto, even though 
there is soundness of the body etc*, only for him who is 
non-attached thereto is there eligibility in the principal 
sense* 

L(g). Now, earlier there were stated the views of (rites 
subserving) purification and the desire to know; there, it 
was said of obligatory rites that they are subsidiary to self- 
knowledge ; here it is said of their abandonment that it 
is the subsidiary ; thus there is conflict between the earlier 
and the later ; if this be said, no ; both are subsidiaries. 
Nor is there impossibility of the performance of the two 
which are contraries ; for this is intelligible through diffe- 
rence in the time (in which each is to be performed). Up 
to the purification of the mind, rites are to be performed : 
after that they arc to abandoned* And the possession of 
a single fruit by rites and their abandonment is intelligible, 
because of the difference of the channel (through which 
each is effective). Eites, indeed, through the channel of 
purifying the mind, are remote auxiliaries in respect of 
self-knowledge; renunciation, however, is a proximate 
auxiliary, through the channel of originating hearing (of 
the Vedanta) etc., without (disti’action by) any other activity. 
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Ii(b). As for BhELskara who does not recognise the 
abandonment of obligatory rites like the worship of saudhyft 
and of the sacred thread that is a subsidiary thereto, he is 
to be neglected, since he has not reflected on what is con- 
tained in the sastra- For the abandonment of the sacred 

thread is expressly enjoined in ‘The muni, having abandoned 
sacrifice and the sacred thread, is to live as a recluse ’• Nor may 
it be suspected that though the original sacred thread is aban- 
doned another is put on ; for, even in the Jabala-sruti, after 
the (piestiou ‘ How can be who has no sacred thread be a 
brahmin by the word ‘ alone ’ in (the answer) ‘ This alone* 
is his sacred thread, viz-, the self/^ external sacred threads 
are excluded and the character of the sacred thread is estab- 
lished for the self alone. Thus, therefore, since renunciation 
is prescribed for those eligible for self-knowledge, since the 
text about three obligations, which is opposed to that 
(prescription), is an arthav5da stating what is not fact, 
dependence on the earlier Tantra is not established even 
through rites ; therefore, not even immediate succession 
to the inquiry into dharma is capable of being the sense 
of the word ‘atha’- 

LI(a). Now, if between the inquiries into dharma and 
Brahman, immediate succession as between the cause and 
the caused be not possible, then let the word ‘ atha ’ state 
sequence implied by mere succcbsiou between them ; for in 
‘He cuts out the heart first, then the tongue, then the breast’, 
the word ‘atha (then)’ is seen to declave sequence ; if this 
be said, it must be asked here ‘Does the word “ atha ” itself 
declare sequence ? Or does it indicate briefly the reasoning 
needed by tlic sequence cognised tbrough sonic other 
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evidence?’ Not the first ; for, that (word ‘atha’) itself falls 
within an aphorism setting out reasoning- Not the second; 
for there is no possibility of any evidence that makes known 
sequence. For, sequence is needed when there is imposi* 
bility of the simultaneous performance of many acts which 
have a single agent. And there is single agency in the case 
of the subsidiary and the principal or in the case of several 
subsidiaries related to a single principal or in the case of 
acts dependent on the prompting by some other interest- 
And there is no evidence like express declaration for any 
of these here- Though only for him who is eligible (in- 
terested) in respect of the jyoti^toma etc., there is eligibility 
in respect of the meditations relating to the subsidiary, even 
thus there is no defect for us ; for it has been said that of 
meditations, which are only particular forms of dharma, 
there is (but) an incidental connection with the present 
oastra: in the case of Brahman -knowledge which is the 
purportful content of the sastra there is no eligibility for 
one already eligible (in respect of some rite). 

LI(b). Now, just as, in the case of the six sacrifices, 
the agneya etc., there is not any of the three kinds (of 
common agency) mentioned above, yet because of the 
singleness of the fruit, there is singleness of the agent as 
also sequence, similarly it may be as between the inquiries 
into dharma and Brahman ; if this be said, no : for there is 
no evidence of the two having a single fruit. The injunc- 
tion of combination, in ‘Knowledge and non-knowledge, 
he who knows both together,’ ^ etc., is itself the evidence ; 
if this be said, no ; for, in the rest of the text ‘crossing over 
death by nou-knowledgo, by knowledge bo enjoys imrnur- 
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tality’, difference in fruit is understood for rites, which are 
called non-knowledgo, and for knowledge. 

Lil(c). If it be said that the text ‘lie wh(3 know'S Brah- 
man, also he who decs wliat is meritorious, and is bright, 
attains thereby ^ ’ is injunctive of combination, not so. There is 
not here the injunction of the combination of knowledge and 
rites in one and the same person, but there is an injunction of 
the association of both persons on the path, him who knows 
Brahman and liim who does what is meritorious ; for, by 
(tlie use of) the particle ^ca ' in the sense of anvacaya (also), 
tlie relating of each (of these persons) to the path (signified 
by Tena’) separately and independently is intelligible. By 
the word ‘he wlio knows Brahman’ there is denoted here 
he who meditates on Brahman with attributes, since for 
Inm who knows the attributelcss Brahman there is no 
departure along th(; northern path. And by tlie word ‘he 
who performs wliat is meritorious’ what is intended is the 
person who meditates on the symbols, since the path of 
smoke etc. is declared by sriiti for those who perform mere 
ritual. Therefore, this text has for purport the association 
of the Brahman -knower and the doer of what is meritorious 
in going together on the northern path up to the world 
of lightning. Kor is it easy to establish an injunction of 
the combination of knowledge of rites in ‘ Perform those 
invariably, 0 lovers of the true’,- since mere rites alone are 
mentioned. Nor does the word True’ signify Brahman ; for 
in the rest of the text ‘This is the merit acquired by you, 
the Brahma-loka attained by good deeds,’ there is mention 
of Satya-loka (the world of Brahma). Nor is this an 

9 
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injunction of combination, viz., the text ‘This self is to be 
attained by truth, by austerity, by right knowledge’.’^ For, 
the word ‘austerity’ here does not indeed denote agnihotra 
etc-, but contemplation ; for there is the smrti ‘concentration 
of the mind and of the senses is the supreme austerity*. 

LI(d). Therefore, there is no evidence in respect of 
the combination of knowledge and rites. On the contrary 
the instrumentality of rites to release is directly denied in 
‘There is nothing to be done by him who has achieved 
(knowledge)’-^, ‘Not by rites, not by children*'* etc, Nor may 
it be said that the negation is only of mere rites ; for, in the 
absence of any (valid) evidence enjoining combination, the 
negation of all rites is intelligible- Otherwise, the injunc- 
tion of the renunciation of all rites, as a subsidiary to 
knowledge, would not be intelligible. Let there be the 
combination of the duties of the ascetic’s order of life ; if this 
be said, no ; since those duties, meditation etc., are of use 
•in (bringing about) the existence of knowledge, their com- 
bination in respect of the fruit (release) is unintelligible. 

LI(e)- If it be said that the unintelligibility otherwise 
of the injunction of obligatory rites itself causes the assum- 
ption about obligatory rites that as auxiliaries to knowledge 
they have the fruit of release, no ; for, on the Prabhakara 
view, thei’e is no need of a fruit for them ; on the 
Bhatta view, heaven is assumed (as the fruit), on the analogy 
of the Vifivajit; on the Vedantin’s view, purification and 
the desire to know have been mentioned as the fruit. 

LI(f). If it be said that Brahman-knowledge itself 
causes the assumption of the instrumentality of rites to 
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release, as its modus operandi, no ; for, there does exist 
another modus operandi, of the nature of calmness etc., and 
in the case of rites which are established to be instruments 
as mentioned in the injunction ‘By sacrifice they desire to 
know’ the character of modus operandi is opposed to the 
injunction. Even if somehow there be assumed their instru- 
mentality to release, why should there not be mere option 
between knowledge and rites, as between the offering of 
oblation after sunrise and before sunrise? And thus there is 
no establishment of combination. 

LIT. Nor is it easy for him who maintains combination 
to demonstrate the element in release that has to be 
accomplished by it. The identity of Brahman and the 
self is not accomplishable by it, since that is of the nature of 
an existent. Nor is the removal of nescience and its products 
accomplishable by it, since ‘He who knows the self crosses 
sorrow’^ etc., its removal is declared to be accomplishable by 
knowledge. Further, on the view of him who maintains 
combination, even what is accomplishable by knowledge is 
not the fruit. Is the fruit of knowledge the removal of the 
cause of karma, or is it the removal of illusory superimposi- 
tion, or the removal of the stream of that (superimposition), 
or else the removal of the residual impressions of illusory 
ignorance, or the manifestation of the nature of Brahman ? 
Not the first : for, the causes of karma, being real objects, 
are not removable by knowledge. Not the second ; for, 
illusory superimposition, being momentary, is removed of 
itself. Not the third ; for there is no separate destruction of 
the stream in the absence of the removal of that of which it 
is a stream. Not the fourth ; for, it is not seen that the 
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residual impression of silver etc., is removable by the cognition 
of nacre etc.; (and) if it be removable by the residual impres- 
sion due to the repetition of the cognition, this residual 
impression would alone be the cause of release ; thence would 
be contradicted the 6astra that kaivalya (release) is from know- 
ledge alone. Not the fifth, because of the self-lnminosity of 
Brahman. 

Llll(a). As for the babbling of Bhaskara, that even on 
the strength of combination, the knowledge of Brahman is 
in immediate succe.ssion to the knowledge of dharma, that is 
refuted even by the refutation of combination. Or even if 
there be combination, bow is that (other result) established ? 
For, the contingence of the reverse is difficult for you to 
avoid. It is thus. Since rites accomplish release only as 
performed by those who possess knowledge, it stands to 
reason that first Brahman-kuowledge should be originated 
and that everything (else) like the inquiry into dharma should 
be conducted only by that student who has this knowledge, 
seeking to enquire into dharma; thus, there may be only the 
reverse sequence. If it be said that though performance of 
rites may be subsequent to Brahman-knowledge, the inquiry 
into dharma may be carried out even prior (to that know- 
ledge), no ; for, in that case, for him who desires release even 
from the beginning, there is the contingence of the futility 
of all the rites of one’s order of life performed up to the stage 
of culmination in the inquirj' into dharma. Enjoyment is 
not their fruit, since (that) person is non-attached to 
enjoyment. Nor is release (the fruit); for knowledge being 
non-existeirt at that stage, there is no combination (there- 
with). If it be of service through the channel of an unseen 
potency, where that results even through rites performed in 
another life, the performance of rites in this life is needless, 
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Nor is it that there is no desire at all for release prior to the 
inquiry into dharma* For, there are seen those who desire 
release from their infancy. Nor may it be said that the 
inquiry into dharma should alone be undertaken first, since 
it is common to both him who desires release and him who 
does not desire release ; for, commonness is not established, 
since? on your view, it is the cause of something which is 
desired, viz-, release. If then (it be urged that) because of 
being prompted by the obligatory injunction to study, the 
inquiry into dharma is common, even then, there is no rule 
as to its coming first ; fqr, the enquiry into obligatory rites is 
intelligible even in succession to the inquiry into Brahman 
that is desired. Though there is sin in the non-performance 
of rites immediately in succession to study, even then, in 
order to remedy this, a single text about rites is to be inquired 
into prior to Brahman-knowledgo ; the rest, however? (are to 
be inquired into) subsequent to that; for, in this case, even 
for duties of the student’s order? which are performed 
by him who knows, there results instrumentality to release. 
If it bo said that instrumentality to release belongs only to 
duties like the agnihotra, not to the duties of the student’s 
order, no; for, instrumentality to release is intelligible even 
in the case of the student’s duty (of study), because of the 
independent use of the instrumental suffix in respect of each 
(of the means stated), the study of the Veda etc. Hence it is 
that sruti enjoins renunciation even from the student’s order 
of life. Therefore, the combination with knowledge of the 
duties of the student or of the duties of the ascetic being 
intelligible, on your view? there is certainly the contingence 
of the non-performance of agnihotra etc. 

Llll(b). Further, the ritual injunctions alone are 

prompters of the inquiry into dharma? but not the 
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injunction to study : otherwise, there is the contingence 
of Brahman-inquiry too being prompted by the injunction 
to study. If it be said that there is another prompter 
thereof, viz., the injunction ‘ (The self) is to be heard, ’ 
no : for, when the prompting of the Brahman-inquiry 
too is possible even by the injunction to study, whose nature 
as a prompter is settled in respect of the inquiry into dharma, 
there is prolixity in assuming the character of prompter even 
for the injunction ‘(The self) is to be heard’. If it be said 
that since Brahman-inquiry is optional, there is not its being 
prompted by the obligatory injunction to study, no ; for, in 
the case of the inquiry into optional rites, the prompting 
thereby is acknowledged. Nor may it be said that since in 
Brahman-inquiry there are more subsidiaries, like calmness, 
equanimity and the approach (to a teacher), than in the 
inquiry into dharma, the former is prompted by another 
injunction; for it is possible for one and the same injunction 
of study to be the prompter in respect of the two inquiries, 
into dharma and Brahman, having (respectively) fewer and 
more subsidiaries. For, one and the same injunction of the 
darsapUrnamasa causes the performance both of the agneya 
and agnigomlya sacrifices, where the offerings are purodasa 
and there are subsidiaries like pounding, as also of the 
uparpsu sacrifice which is devoid of those (subsidiaries) and 
has ghee for the offering. Now, an injunction indeed causes 
the performance everywhere of that which is a predicate 
(upadeya) ; calmness, equanimity etc- are, however, not 
predicates, since they are qualifications of the person eligible 
for Brahman-inquiry ; thei’cfore, the injunction to study is 
not that which causes the performance of that (inquiry); if 
this be said, no ; for, as only the invested person, who is 
eligible in respect of the injunction to study, is also eligible 
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in respect of the Brahman-inquiry prompted by that (injunc- 
tion), calmnesss, equanimity etc-, are not qualifications of that 
(person). Otherwise, even in the case of the injunction to 
hear, there would not be the character of causing the per- 
formance of that (inquiry) (as, here too, calmness etc- would 
continue to appear as qualifications of the eligible person). 
Thus, therefore, since the views of Bhaskara and others, who 
maintain combination, are defective in many ways, and since 
it is not possible for the inquiries into dharma and Brahman 
to have the same fruit, there is no commonness of the agent; 
therefore) the word ‘atha’ doe's not signify sequence prompted 
by that (alleged commonness)* 

LlV(a). Now, even thus, in all the twelve chapters of 
the earlier Tantra, dharma is the one (content) desired to be 
known ; just as here there is a regulated sequence of chapters, 
similarly, even as between the earlier and later Tantras, there 
being oneness of what is desired to be known, the word 'atha’ 
may be for the purpose of regulating the sequence ; if this be 
said, no ; for even what is desired to be known is, like the 
fruit, different (in the two cases)- Just as because, in the 
earlier Tantra, prosjierity dependent on performance is the 
fruit, while, in the later Tantra, beatitude, not dependent on 
performance (is the fruit), there is difference in fruit, similarly, 
in the earlier Tantra, what is desired to be known is dharma 
dependent on human activity and non-existent at the time of 
knowledge, while, in the later Tantra, what is desired to be 
known is Brahman, not dependent on human activity, and 
existent even at the time of knowledge ; therefore, though 
one in respect of being the sense of the Veda, it is not 
possible to avoid the difference in what is desired to be known, 
LlV(b). If it be said that, where there is identity of 
the means of knowledge, difference in the objects known does 
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not stand to reason, no ; for, the identity of the means of 
knowledge is not (Established. Indeed, in respect of neither 
dharnia nor Brahman, is the Veda the authority, merely in 
the form of Veda; rather does it give knowledge of dharma, 
while in the form of injunction, and about the nature of 
Brahman, while in the form of Vedanta texts. Here by 
‘injunction (codana)’ is denoted the word which effects the 
verbal productive operat'on. And this injuncition while 
effecting the artha-bhavana qualified by (its) three elements, 
declares the artha-bhavana only for the sake of prompting 
the person, since when that is not known, liiiman appetence 
is not possible. The Vedanta text, however, mendy gives 
knowledge, but docs not prompt the person in respect of 
Brahman or the knowledge thereof ; for Brahman which is 
not what is to be done is not dependent on the person ; and 
knowledge, which is dependent on the means and objects of 
knowledge, is not under the control of human desire and 
effort, since there is seen the cognition of evil odour etc., 
even for him who does not desire it and makes no effort (for 
it). Thu.s, therefore, because of the absolute difference in 
nature between dharma and Brahman as also between the 
means of knowing them, not even as prompted by oneness 
of what is desired to be known is it possible here for the 
word ‘atha’ to declare sequence. Therefore, the word ‘atha’ 
is only for the sake of indicating, by way of signifying 
immediate succession, that qualification of the eligible person, 
which is of the nature of the full cause (of the inquiry) and 
is stated in the sastra (itself). 

LV. And that qualification of the eligible person is 
well known in the Sastra to be four-fold, viz. the discrimina- 
tion of things eternal from the non-eternal, non -attachment 
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to the enjoyment of fruit here or here-after, the poBscssion in 
abundance of means like calmness and equanimity, and the 
desire for release. Of these, the discrimination of things 
eternal from the non-eternal is shown (as a requisite), in the 
context of the injunction ‘That is to be sought’,^ by the 
words ‘Therefore, just as the enjoyment ac'inired here by 
deeds is consumed’ etc- And in the context of the injunction 
to hear, there is shown non-attachment to the enjoyment of 
fruit here and hereafter, in the words ‘But because of the 
love of the self, all this becomes dear’.'^ Tn ‘See the self in 
the self alone’” which is the' context of the injunction to sec, 
calmness etc. arc shown by the words ‘Endowed with calmness, 
equanimity’ etc- In ‘Desire to know that’ which is the 
context of the injunction to inquire, the approach to a 
preceptor is shown in the words ‘He approached his father, 
Vavuna’. ' Nor is there no evidence to establish the desire 
for release (as a requisite). For, everywhere, the declarations 
of fruit arc for the purpose of showing eligibility in the case 
of him who desires release, through the channel of generating 
desii’e (in him) ; otherwise, since the fruit results even from 
the pursuit of the means, there will be futility in the mention 
of that (fruit). Though calmness etc., are mentioned in the 
context of the injunction to know, yet there is no conflict 
in their being qualifications of the person eligible for inquiry; 
for knowledge being incapable of being enjoined, inquiry 
alone, which is instrumental thereto, is enjoined here. 

LVI. Even thus, since the injunction of inquiry differs 
with every branch (of the Veda), the respective qualifications 

J Chand, Vin, vii, 1 
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of eligibility declared there also remain distinct and do not 
combine : if this be said, no ; for the injunction to inquire 
is single, on the principle of all (similar) cognitions in all 
branches (of the Veda, being one). When, for rites like the 
jyotistoma mentioned in different branches, difference results 
(priina facie) through the difference in the branches, the 
final position is established by the aphorism ‘But they are 
one, because of non-distinction in respect of the conjunction 
(with fruit), the form (i- e. material and deity), the injunction 
and the namc’.^ Just as there, because of the non-distinction 
throughout (the branches) in respect of conjunction with the 
fruit, the form consisting of the material and the deity, the 
injunction such as ‘He is to sacrifice’, and the name like 
jyotistoma, there is singleness of the rite, even so inquiry too 
is but one throughout. And that one injunction to inquire, 
being needful of eligibility, both on the strength of the topic 
(prakarana) and in order to remedy the futility (otherwise) of 
the mention of the fruit, accepts the above-mentioned host of 
attributes as the cause of eligibility; for, in the case of an 
injunction without eligibility, its culmination in appetence is 
impossible. 

I-iVII. Now, since the word ‘inquiry’ is absent from these 
tests, how' is it known that inquiry is enjoined ? It is said (in 
reply). The inquiry, which is included in ‘That should be desired 
to be known’, ‘Desire to know that’, is enjoined, since the 
character of being enjoined is impossible in the case of the 
knowledge that is desired or the desire. In 'That is to be 
heard’ inquiry is of itself enjoined. As for (its presence in) 
‘He is to see’ that has been mentioned even before- Therefore 
it is established that everywhere there is enjoined hearing, as 


> PM, II. Iv, 19 



Ill, Ivni-lix] 


THIRD VARNAKA 


363 


the principal, with reflection and contemplation as subai* 
diaries. 

LVIII, Now, since everj’where in the injunction of 
what is instrumental to fruit, the desire for fruit is alone the 
full cause of eligibility, here too, the desire for release is alone 
the qualification of eligibility, while calmness etc., as having 
to be practised, may be, like the fore-sacrifice etc., subsidiaries 
subserving the fruit; if this be said, true. (But) even in the 
case of a subsidiary, there is no conflict in its being a qualifi- 
cation of the eligible person ; for there is the linga (the 
capacity of what is expressed) in the form ‘coming to possess 
the qualities of calmness etc., one is to see’; in the case of 
what is know'n from the sastra alone, denial based on 
reasoning is impossible ; (and) in the case of the diki^a (a 
purificatory rite), though of the nature of a subsidiary, it is 
seen to be a cause of eligibility in respect of a subsequent 
rite. Though it is not within the region of the seen, that 
when there is desire for release there is (yet) no activity 
because of the fault of the non-existence of the other qualities, 
yet since the other’s are causes of the very existence of the 
desire for release, it is impossible to avoid their causality in 
respect of eligibility. Indeed, when there is no discrimination 
of things eternal from non-eternal, non-attachment to the 
enjoyment of fruit here or hereafter is not intelligible ; nor 
when this is non-existent, is the desire for release possible as 
associated with calmness etc. Therefore each earlier (quality) 
is the cause of the existence of each subsequent one. 

LIX. Now, this being the case, existence would result 
for none (of these), since the primal cause, discrimination of 
things eternal from non-eternal, is impossible ; there is indeed 
pothing called eternal, of which there may be discrimination 
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from the non-eternal : nor is it that there is no evidence for 
the non-eternality of everything : everything in dispute is 
non-eternal, because it is existent, like the pot. If this be 
said, not so ; for, even because of the origination and destruc- 
tion of the host of effects, there is established the eternality 
of a single material cause, which is beginningless, immutable, 
and of the nature of a limit (to change). It is thus- An effect 
without a material cause is unintelligible, because of conflict 
with experience ; therefore, a material cause has to be 
admitted. And material causality is not possible in the case 
of (what is itself) another effect; for, in that case, since it is a 
rule that only what is persistent in the effect is a material 
cause, there should he admitted the persistence of each prior 
effect in each subsequent effect, and there is the contingence 
of the persistence of all prior effects in the final effect ; and it 
is not seen to be thus ; therefore, that material cause is 
certainly beginningless. And since, when it is possible for 
even one such to originate all effects, there is prolixity in 
assuming multiplicity, singleness is admitted ; and immuta- 
bility (is admitted) because of not being subject to change, 
and because if changeable there is the contingence of its 
being an effect. And that immutable entity is the limit of 
the host of modifications that perish ; otherwise if there were 
limitless destruction of (what existed in) the previous leon, a 
material cause being impossible, there would not be even the 
present creation. Therefore, since the immutable entity is 
eternal, the discrimination of things eternal from non-eternal 
is established ; thence its effect, the aggregate of qualities 
ending with the desire for release, being also established, 
causes appetence for the eligible person, in respect of the 
inquiry into Brahman- As for him, who, though devoid of 
the possession of the said means, (yet) because of chance or 
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enthusiasm or an intellect well versed in sruti, is appetent in 
respect of that, he? though appetent, has his mind not turned 
inwards but clinging only to what is without ; hence he is 
not capable of apprehending without a doubt that Brahman 
is the self. Therefore, the meaning of the word ‘atha’ is 
immediate succession to the host of entities above described. 

liX. Here, Bhaskara babbles (thus) : in the case of the 
.aphorist who, indeed, declares that inquiry is to be undertaken, 
calmness etc. have, not entered his mind ; and a thing that has 
not entered the mind is not capable of being accepted as the 
qualification of the eligible person : the inquiry into dharma, 
however, which has entered his mind, is accepted as the 
qualification of the eligible person. This does not stand to 
reason ; for, in the case of calmness et(%, which are very 
proximate, as being mentioned in the context of the injunc- 
tion to inquire, non-entiy into the mind is impossible. Nor 
is it that they are of no service here, since they fall within 
the qualifications of the eligible person prompted by the 
injunction. And their service to inquiry has been shown 
through co-prcsencc and co-absence. Not thus closely 
proximate is the inquiry into dharma, since it I’elates to 
dharma occurring in a different work (prakarana). Nor is it 
of any service here ; this has been already established. There- 
fore, it is settled that the meaning of the word ‘atha’ is only 
what has been stated by us- 

LXI(a). The word ‘atah’ signifies a reason- Now it has 
been said that even the word ‘atha’ by w'ay of expressing 
immediate succession, indicates what is causally antecedent ; 
therefore this is a repetition. Nor may it be said ‘causality 
is not expressed by the word “atha” but is presumptively 
cognised ; here, however, it is expressed by the word “atah” ; 
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hence there is no repetition for, even what is presumptively 
cognised, being the content of purport, is the sense of the 
word ‘atha’, on the principle ‘That which is the purport of a 
word is the sense of the word’. Nor is it possible for the 
word ‘atha’ to have purport in respect of the predication of 
immediate succession alone, because of the contingence of 
futility. Therefore, causality being the purport of the word 
‘atha’ even if presumptively, the repetition in the (use of the) 
words ‘athtttah’ is difficult to remedy. 

LXI(b), There is not this defect. When by the word 
‘atlia’ the four-fold means are apprehended as the cause of 
inquiry, there being the doubt as to the impossibility of 
sustaining that (causality)* the word ‘atab’ is used in order 
to sustain cau.sality through refuting that (doubt). It is 
thus. Inferring for heaven etc. (their) non-oternality, on the 
grounds of their being produced, being limited etc., the 
eternal is to ho discriminated from these, which are non- 
eternal . 

LXI(c). Nor is this discrimination easy, since the 
stated grounds are inconclusive in respect of destruction 
(which is eternal, though produced), primal atoms (which are 
eternal, though limited) and so on. And the eternality of the 
fruit of rites is declared by sruti in ‘Imperishable, verily, is 
the merit of him who has performed the caturmasya sacrifice’ 
etc. Therefore, how could human beings turn away from 
the human goal, the fruit of rites, and engage in what is not 
a human goal. Brahman-knowledge ? Though there is bliss 
in Brahman, yet that is not capable of being enjoyed by the 
jiva* since only the experience of happiness as located in 
oneself is enjoynient ; and in the case of happiness that is on 
attribute of Brahman, experience as located ip oneself is 
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impossible : for, in ordinary experience, one’s happiness is not 
seen to be located in another- If then you think ‘since 
there is no inconstancy, if enjoyment be but the immediacy of 
happiness, the qualification “located in oneself’’ is futile’, even 
thus, if the jiva and Brahman be different, immediacy of 
Brahman-bliss is unintelligible, since there is not seen 
immediacy in respect of another person’s bliss. As for the 
non-difference of the jiva and Brahman, that is opposed to 
experience. Therefore, turning away from release that is 
blissless, a person strives for material pleasure though mixed 
with some small pain, on the principle that because of the 
fear of indigestion, there is not indeed the abandonment of 
food, but that it is to be cured; therefore, the meaning 
apprehended from the word ‘ atah ’ is not sustained. Thus 
may it be objected. 

LXI(d). This objection is not to be urged : for the Veda 
itself shows the non-eternality of the host of human goals 
other than Brahman, in ‘Therefore, just as the enjoyment 
acquired here by deeds is consumed, even so, the enjoyment 
acquired hei*cafter bj* merit is consumed’ etc. Nor may it be 
said that this general text may be restricted to contents other 
than that of special texts like that about the caturmas3'a. 
Here, first, the text about the caturmasya declares the non- 
consumption of the merit alone, not of its fruit. Nor is it 
possible to assume that the purpoi’t of the text is the non- 
consumption of the fruit, by way of stating the non-consump- 
tion of the merit : for there is conflict with evidence, since 
through prohans like limitedness, non-eternality of the fruit 
is inferred. Nor is there inconclusiveness of these {probans)t 
since non-eternality is not admitted even in the case of primal 
atoms etc- Nor when merit is unconsumed is the consumption 
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of its fruit unintelligible, since, like non-enjoyment, that (too) 
is intelligible ; indeed, even when merit does exist, in some 
cases its fruit is not enjoyed; for there is the snrrti ‘Sometimes 
a meritorious deed remains as if unfruitful’. Similarly, why 
should there not also be the consumption of the fruit? Nor 
is it easy to establish the eternality of the fruit, in other 
texts like ‘Those who give gold enjoy immortality’; for, here 
too, the conflict with the general text, supported by inference, 
remains as before. Therefore, non-attachment to non-eternal 
human goals other than Brahman is intelligible, as preceded 
by the discrimination of things eternal from the non-eternal. 

LXr(e). Nor is it that Brahman-knowledge is not a 
human goal ; for, it is the intuition of bliss. Since the 
non-difference of the jlvatind Brahman has been established 
in the first varijaka, through the example of the prototype 
and reflection, the intuition of that (bliss) is certainly possi- 
ble- Nor need there be any dispute about the eternal 
Brahman -bliss, which is of the essential nature of the jiva, 
since there is never any failure of the jiva being the object 
of supreme love, the means to happiness being exhausted (in 
their functioning) merely with the manifestation of that 
(bliss); for, otherwise, there would be prolixity in that for 
the means there would be, in respect of happiness, the 
characters both of generating and of manifesting. And 
thus, all material pleasures being fragments of the Brahman- 
bliss, those who turn away from migration that is the 
ocean of misery, are appetent in respect of Brahman, which 
is of the nature of supreme bliss. Thus, therefore, there 
is the word ‘ atah ’, in order to sustain the sense of the 
word ‘atha’, through refuting the aforesaid objection ; this 
is unassailable. 
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LXII. By the word ‘Brahma-jijhiXsil’ a possessive com- 
pound, as ‘ desire to know in respect of Brahman % should 
be understood, but not a dative compound, as in ‘Dharma- 
jijnasa, i. e. inquiry for the sake of dbarma’. There, indeed, 
resorting to the primacy of the sense, vi?:., the inquiry, 
included (in the desire to know), with the intention to 
declare the fruit, there is adopted the dative compound ‘ for 
the sake of dharma’. Truly, what is the fruit of (that) in- 
quiry is not itself the object thereof, in which case there 
might result the possessive compound ‘in respect of dharma’> 
Here, however, there is adopted the primacy of what is 
conveyed by the word, viz., the desire to know ; and for 
desire, that which is the object is itself the fruit ; therefore, 
there follow the (possibilities of both the) possessive compound 
and the dative compound (meaning) ‘for the sake of*. Of 
these, because of its primacy os being the cause whose 
existence is established, the possessive signifying the object 
is alone adopted and the compound thus explained. 

LXIII. Here the Vrttikara, suspecting that the word 
‘ Brahman ’ denotes (the brahmin) caste, the jiva, Brahma 
(the lotus-seated one) and the Vedas, refutes it thus. For 
caste etc., verily, there is no posssibility of a syntactical 
relation here whether as the object or as the agent. For the 
brahmin caste object-ness is not possible, since, being esta- 
blished by perception, it is incapable of being desired to 
be known ; nor is agency (possible), since eligibility for 
the desire to know belongs to all three castes. Nor is the 
jiva to be desired bo be known, since he is established by 
the cognition ‘ I ’. Though there is agency for him, yet 
the acceptance of that (as the sense) is futile, since there 
is no contingence of the agency of any one else. Nor is 

18 
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agency lossiblo I'or the host of words, constituting the 
Veda, which is non-ihtelligent : nor is objectness (possible) 
for it, since by the (Purvamimaipsa) aphorisms about the 
inquii'y into dharma and about (the relation of the sense to 
the word) being natural,^ its possession of significance and 
authoritativeness has been demonstrated. Even Hiranya- 
garbha is not to be desired to be known, since desire to 
know is taught in the case of one who has turned away 
even from his state ; nor is agency possible for him, since 
knowledge and non-attachment are (to him) connate* This 
effort of the Vrttikara is futile : foi*, when there is appre- 
hended Brahman which is about to be defined as ‘ That 
whence for this w'hat begins with origination the doubt 
about (its signifying) caste etc. does not arise. 

LXIV. Nowj even thus, this cannot be a possessive 
compound in the form ‘in respect of Brahman’ ; for, in that 
case, though for Brahman’s nature alone there may result 
the premising of its being what is inquired into, that does 
not result for anything else- When, however, the pos- 
sessive is understood in the sense of relation in general, 
then there results the premising of inquiry into everything 
connected with Brahman, viz., nature, means of knowledge, 
reasoning, the means and the fruit. Then it may be thought; 
‘When there is a possessive signifying the object (but) not 
otherwise, there is mentioned what isjdesired to be known, 
which is that which is needed by the desire to know ; and 
in the absence of that (object) the desire to know is not 
easy to set forth’- That is not (so) ; for even on the view 
of the possessive as signifying relation in general, there 
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results Brahman being the object. For, the general does 
not get into empirical usage . without culminating in the 
particular. There being the expectancy here ‘ what is this 
particular? since for the act of the desire to know, which 
relates to an objects the object-causal-correlate is proximate, 
it (the relation in general) ends in objectnesa- Therefore, in 
order to include all, the possessive is to be understood as 
signifying relation in general, not as signifying the object, 

LXV- If this be said, there is not this defect : for when 
by the possessive as signifying the object there is mentioned 
the principal, the object of the desire to know, i. e. Brahman , 
the means of knowledge etc., needed thereby, being established 
presumptively, do not need to be stated separately. Truly, 
when it is said ‘The king goes’, it is not necessary to state 
separately the going of the retinue needed by him. And thus, 
on our view, the inquiry into the principal is explicitly 
premised, the rest (is premised) by presumption ; on your 
view, however, it is in the reverse way. Therefore, our view 
alone is superior. Further, since in the 4ruti text 'Desire to 
know that’ which declares the injunction to inquire together 
with the eligibility and the content (therefor). Brahman is 
designated as the object-causal-correlate, in the aphorism too, 
as having the same sense as that (text), there is to be 
understood only the object-ness of Brahman. 

LXVI. By the word ‘jijnasa’, the (etymological) sense 
of the components is to be understood, i. c. that jijhasa is the 
desire to know. And thus, since desire has fruit as its 
content, the culmination in the fruit of unshakable immediate 
realisation comes to be indicated in the aphorism. Nor may 
it be said that the desire to know can result neither when 
Brahman is known nor when it is not known ; for when it 



862 VIVABA?iIAPRAMBTA3Al9QBAHA [III, Ixvii, Ixviii 

is known either mediately or with unsettled immediacy, the 
desire for that is intelligible, for the sake of unshakable 
immediate realisation. 

LXVII. Now, what is called cognition is the conscious- 
ness that is the fruit of the means of knowledge — thus (hold) 
the Saugatas, Prabhakaras, Vaisegikas and Naiyayikas ; these 
who follow the Vartikakara (Bhatta) say that it is an operation 
of the cogniser, which generates consciousness ; the Ksapana- 
kas (jainas) and the Lokayatas say that it is but the soul’s 
intelligence; the Sahkhyas and the Vedantins say that on the 
derivation as instrumental viz-, (that) whereby is known, 
the psychosis of the intellect is cognition, while, on the 
derivation as substantive, it is but consciousness. Of these, 
which is the kind of cognition desired ? 

LXVIII. If this be asked, it is said (in reply). The 
views of the four (disputants) beginning with Sugata, and of 
the LokJlyata are not intelligible ; for, in the case of the 
consciousness that is the fruit, though it is originated, it is 
not admitted by them to be preceded by the activity of the 
agent. This is opposed to the inference : ‘What is in dispute 
is preceded by the activity of an agent, since it is a fruit, like 
reaching a village*. Hereby is refuted the view of the 
E^apanakas too. Though on this view consciousness is 
non-originated in its own nature, yet its origination must be 
admitted as conditioned by its being the manifester of objects; 
for, otherwise, there is the contingence of the manifestation 
of all objects at all times. Now, in the case of the self, which 
is partless, the activities of motion and transformation do not 
stand to reason. True ; hence it is that the view of those 
who follow the Vartikakara should be rejected. On our view 
however,- the transformation, in the form of cognition, in 



in, Ixviii'lxix] 


THIRD VABHARA 


363 


the case of that self, which has been identified with the 
internal organ originated by sqperimposition, does stand to 
reason. Nor may it be said ‘In the case of that kind of self, let 
there be transformation even in the form of consciousness 
(not cognition);’ for consciousness is, in respect of its ow'n 
nature, eternally established. Nor thus is there the impossi- 
bility of consciousness, which is unoriginated, being the 
fruit ; for origination 'is admitted of that as conditioned by 
the content. Though all transformations whatsoever of the 
internal organ are immediate, being witness-cognised, yet that 
transformation of the internal organ, w’hich is the cause of 
immediacy along with|the content, is immediate ; the rest is 
mediate : thus is their distinction. This being the case, this 
kind of immediate cognition, of the form of a transformation 
of the internal organ, is designated in this aphorism as what 
is to be desired. 

LXIX. Now, if this first aphorism is included in the 
6astra^ then if its commencement be established by itself there is 
the contingence of self-dependence; if (established) by another^ 
there is infinite regress. If it is not included, then, there 
is the contingence of the non-commencement of that (apho- 
rism) ; if this be said, there is not this defect. The very 
injunction to hear, sxrperficially known from the study of 
one’s own Veda, causes the commencement of the first 
aphorism, for the sake of the inquiry into three supplements 
(visaya, prayojana and sambandha) needed by itself. And 
thus, being prompted by the very injunction that prompts 
the entire ^astra to be set forth, there is its inclusion in the 
sastra. Because of being prompted by an injunction which 
is of non-personal origin, there is no infinite regress. Nor 
may it be objected ‘If the injunction to hear may cause the 
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commencement of the first aphorism alone for the ascer- 
tainment of itself, then what will be that which causes 
the commencement of the string of, subsequent aphorisms? 
for their commencement is intelligible even by that same 
injunction, as ascertained in the first aphorism* Hence it 
is that the primacy in the ^Sstra of this aphorism which 
ascertains that injunction, and its relation to the chapters 
on harmony etc., are easy (to establish) ; for, texts like ‘is 
to be heard ’, through their harmonious relation with their 
own content, are the cause of harmonious relation with 
Brahman, even of the Vedanta texts, which are to be in- 
quired into* 

LXX. And in this aphorism, in order to avoid the 
character of restatement, the words ‘ is to be undertaken ’ 
are to be imported: since the knoweldge to be desired, which 
is the fruit and is of itself known as what is to be acquired, 
is incapable of being enjoined, the means thereto, the inquiry 
included (in it), is to be secondarily indicated ; since, in 
respect of Brahman-knowledge, even unseen potency is 
instrumental, the injunction is to be justified (on that basis); 
the view of the injunction (as signifying) instrumentality 
to the desired is to be adopted ; and thus the expressed sense 
of the text is to be stated as ‘By him who desires release, 
inquiry is to be undertaken for the sake of Brahman- 
experience.* And when this is stated, the connection, the 
content and fruit are presumptively understood ; this is 
settled. 

HEBE ENDS THE TOIBl) VABNAKA* 



FOURTH VARNAKA. 


(1) In the third varjjaka the sense of the words and 
of the text of the aphorism was stated ; the eligible person 
was there directly established by the word ‘atha’. 

(2) But the three, however, viz., the connection, the 
content and the fruit, were (only) briefly indicated ; in the 
fourth vai’uaka all these (three) are objected to (discussed) and 
demonstrated. 

(3) In the Grst varijaka these were established, in depen* 
dence on super-imposition ; in this varijaka, however, they 
themselves are directly objected to (discussed) and established 
directly. 

I. Now, if the nature of Brahman be known through 
some other evidence, then, it is not capable of becoming the 
content of this sastra : for, there is no sense not (already) 
known. Nor is the knowledge of that the fruit of this 
(teaching), because of its establishment even prior to this 
Sastra. If, then, (Brahman) be unknown, how could this 
^stra be related to a sense which has not entered the intellect 
at all 1 Though perception etc-, are seen to relate even to a 
thing that has not been seen at all, yet that is not possible 
for the sastra, which is of the nature of inquiry, for every- 
where, relation to inquiry is seen only in the case of what is 
known superficially. If this be said, thus then, in the case of 
Brahman too, which is a content superficially known through 
study and not ascertained, there being a connection with the 
Sastra of inquiry, the knowledge of that (Brahman) is the 
fruit; thus there is no defect whatever. 
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II. Nowj the content, fruit and connection have not 
to be taught here, since they are established even from what 
ar^ to be declared, viz-, the chapter on harmony etc. ; nor is 
there non-appetence for the hearers, when those are not 
taught ; for, appetence is possible through the certainty as 
to the existence of content etc., even because of the worthi- 
ness of the author. Not so : for, even though the existence 
of content etc., be ascertained in general, appetence is not 
possible, when there is not cognised the particular fruit 
intended by oneself. 

III. Now, then, as subsidiary to appetence, the parti- 
cular fruit alone should be stated, not the content and the 
connection. If, then, the content too, as instrumental to 
the fruit, be subsidiary to appetence, still, that is cognised 
even from the cognition of the fruit, since contentness is 
invariable only for what is related to that (fruit). For, in 
ordinary experience, it is only for the faggot, which is in a 
relation of inherence to the fruit called dividing into two, 
that there is contentness in respect of the act of cutting. 
When the object and the subject are cognised, their connec- 
tion too is certainly cognised ; hence that too has not to be 
separately stated. 

IV. If this be said, not so- Here, among the content, 
fruit and connection, is it because of absolute non- difference 
in their nature that there is* no need to state (each) separately? 
Or is it because by the mention of any one the rest are 
established by presumption ? Or is it because, each being 
separately and independently capable of causing appetence, 
subsidiariness to appetence does not exist for them together ? 
Not the first ; because of the difference of these (three) in 
that the fruit is of the nature of a human goal, the content 
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is what is not established othei’wise, and being-taught-by«this 
is the connection. Of these (two), there is discrimination, 
in that content-ness is of the form of the exclusion of 
conjunction with any other (pramilija), and connection is of 
the form of the exclusion of non-conjunction (with this 
pram&na)< Not the second ; for the non-existence of the rest 
being seen even when one exists, establishment by presump- 
tion is not possible* It is indeed seen in the case of the 
teeth of a crow that though there is content-ness because of 
not being established by any other work, and connection, as 
being capable of being taught, there is yet no fruit in that 
inquiry* Similarly, though, in the case of such things as 
peeling the skin of a ripe banana, there is connection for the 
hatchet, knife etc., as capable of achieving it, and fruit, as 
desired by human beings, there is no contentness in respect 
of the operation of the hatchet etc*, since that peeling is 
accomplished even by the linger etc* Thus, even in the case 
of the Meru etc., which are contents, as not being led to by 
another, and which are fruitful, we do not sec any connection 
with the operation of leading in which those like us are the 
agents, because of impossibility* Therefore, among those 
which are thus reciprocally inconstant, there is not even the 
suspicion of establishment by presumption. Not the third, 
since in the absence of the combination of the said three, 
there is no appetence* Truly, not in respect of the inquiry 
into the teeth of a crow, nor in respect of the (use of) hatchet 
etc., for the peeling of a banana etc*, nor in the leading to the 
Meru etc., is human appetence cognised. 

V(a)* Be it thus : the nature of Brahman is the content 
of the Vedinta alone, not of the sastra of inquiry ; for this has 
for content the arguments that are grounds for the possibility 
of the means of knowledge, the object of knowledge etc. 

19 
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V(b). To this, he, who thinks he knows the final 
position, replies ; the sSstra of inquiry, which is in dispute, 
has an object not different from the Vedantas, since it is the 
modus operandi of that, just as the fore*sacrifice etc- has the 
same content as the Uarsa-pQrBamasa (rites); or just as the 
water, earth, etc-, which are auxiliaries to the seed, are origi- 
nators of a single effect, along with that (seed)- Though by 
the ^astra arguments alone are seen to be directly 
taught, yet it is possible for Brahman to be the content 
indirectly ; this is just as the cutter’s manual operation, 
though directly having the hatchet alone for content, has 
indirectly the tree too for content- 


V(c). This reply of him who thinks himself learned is 
not suitable ; for it is not established of inquiry that it is the 
modus operandi of the Vedanta. Just as revelation is the 
evidence for the fore-sacrifice etc. being modus operandi, or 
just as the auxiliariness of water, earth etc., is established by 
co-presence and co-absence, not thus is there any evidence 
for inquiry being the modus operandi. Nor may it be 
objected how there can be instrumentality in respect of 
Brahman-knowledge for the word of the Vedanta, devoid of 
(any) modus operandi ; for the cognition of the word and the 
residual impression of the cognition of its signification 
constitute the modus operandi thereof- Let inquiry too 
occupy the place of a modus operandi in respect of the word, 
as causing the valid knowledge of Brahman through the 
removal of defect ; if this be said, no ; for, in the word of the 
Veda, there is no defect- Nor is there thus the futility of 
inquiry, since it is (jhe cause of the removal of human defects. 
And human defect is of two kinds, the erroneous ascertain- 
ment of the signification and purport of the word, and 
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cognition of the contrary through perception etc. Of these, 
having seen in worldly usage like ‘In this village, this one 
alone is the secondless lord’, that there is signihcation and 
purport only in respect of the exclusion of what is of the 
same class, one ascertains them to be even so in the usage 
of the Veda too; this erroneous ascertainment will be refuted 
in the inquiry into harmony. And the cognition of the 
contrary (will be refuted) in the inquiry into non-contra- 
diction (i, e. in the second chapter). And thus, in the case of 
inquiry which is exhausted even with the removal of 
obstacles, how can there be causality in respect of the valid 
knowledge of Brahman ? Therefore, Brahman is not the 
content of the i^astra of inquiry. 

VI. To this it is said (in reply). Brahman-knowledge, 
though arising even from the word, is established only when 
there is the removal of obstacles, but not before that. And 
thus, since inquiry too, which removes obstacles, is figura- 
tively the cause of the ascertainment of Brahman, its having 
Brahman for content is intelligible. Here some say that 
since purport, which is known by inquiry, is the cause of the 
valid knowledge of the) sense, inquiry too is the cause of that 
same valid knowledge of the sense, not (the cause) of the 
removal of obstacles- That is unsound. Is purport the cause 
of valid knowledge of the sense while (itself) uncognised, or 
while cognised ? Not the first; because in the case of all 
statement^ worldly and scriptural, there is the contingence 
of the futility of that inquiry whose fruit is the know- 
ledge of purport, inasmuch as even if the purport be not 
known, there is (i. e. can be) no erroneous cognition (of 
the sense). On the second (alternative) too, purport does 
not have for content the word-sense, since it is of no service 
in the cognitien of the sentence ; and if it have the 
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sentence-sense for content, there is reciprocal dependence, in 
that when the sentence-sense which is the content and the 
qnalification (of the purport) is known, there is knowledge of 
the purport qualified thereby, while when purport is known, 
there is valid knowledge of the sentence-sense. Then, you 
may think that immediately after knowing the word-senses 
through the words, there is the guess ‘ certainly there is 
conjunction among them, since they are used together : ’ and 
that, in knowing the sentence-sense thus, there is not the 
said defect. That does not stand to reason. This guess is 
not a recollection, since it knows a thing not already known . 
Nor is it doubt, since there are not two alternatives. Nor is 
it error, since there is no sublation. By elimination it 
should be admitted that the word-generated cognition of the 
sentence-sense is certainly valid knowledge. And thus it is 
difficult to avoid either the word’s capacity to give knowledge 
without dependence on the knowledge of purport, or the 
above-mentioned reciprocal dependence. 

VII. Now, like the intension of words like ‘cow’ in 
respect of generality like ‘cow-ness’, for sentences too there is 
purport in respect of being sentence-sense in general; and 
thence, since the generality is known already, it can be the 
qualification (of purport); hence the purport as qualified 
(thereby) is known ; and in the valid knowledge of the parti- 
cular sentence-sense through the purport, there is not the 
afore-mentioned defect ; if this be said, no ; because of the 
contingence of the non-existence of purport in respect of the 
particular sentence-sense. Then (it may be said) ‘just as the 
word “cow” expressing “cow-ness” terminates in (denoting) a 
particular cow, purport, having generality alone for its 
sphere may terminate in the particular’ ; even thus, purport 
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is not the cause of the valid knowledge of the sense. What is 
in dispute, i. e. knowledge of the sentence-sense, is condi- 
tioned only by the signification of the word, since it is verbal 
knowledge, like the knowledge of word-sense. And if purport 
were the cause of valid knowledge of the sentence-sense, then 
the sentence-sense would not be verbal knowledge, since the 
valid knowledge thereof would result from purport alone. 
And the co-presence and co-absence of the word would be 
intelligible, as of service to that which causes purport, by way 
of setting forth the word-sense. Therefore, in order that 
the character of verbal knowledge may result, this alone 
should be admitted, that the word itself is the catise of valid 
knowledge of the sense, and that purport is what removes 
obstacles. And thus, since even the c.ause of purport, viz. 
inquiry, is a remover of obstacles, its having Brahman for 
content is only figurative. 


VIII. Now, not even figuratively is it possible for 
Brahman to be the content of inquiry, since it is difficult to 
establish even its being superficially known ; it is not kntfwn 
in ordinary experience, since it is not the sphere of any 
other means of knowledge ; nor is it known from the Veda, 
since the word ‘Brahman’ has there an unascertained sense ; 
on the principle that (only) that word whose capacity has 
been determined in ordinary experience is capable of giving 
knowledge in the Veda too, a word whose meaning has not 
been learnt can give no knowledge even in the Veda. Not 
so ; for, on account of the unintelligibility otherwise of the 
Vedic usage, some sense of the word ‘Brahman’ has to be 
assumed, as in the case of ‘heaven’ etc. ; for the proximity of 
known words is common to both the texts, about Brahman 
and about heaven. Bven thus, for the word ‘Brahm.an' a 
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(general) $ense alone is entablisbed, not a particular sense : if 
this be said, no ; for, on account of the proximity of known 
words, there is to be assumed only such particular sense as is 
capable of syntactical relation with it. Nor is there the 
impossibility of the application of the word to that particular 
sense which is intended to be declared : for the word, though 
not applicable thereto in the conventional sense, is capable of 
applying thereto through generating the sense of the parts ; 
for it is only for this purpose that everywhere Nigama, 
Nirukta and Grammar set out. And thus, because of the 
unintelligibility otherwise of the usage here (of the word 
‘Brahman’) in the f^ruti ‘ Truth, knowledge, infinitude is 
Brahman,’^ and in the aphorism ‘Then, therefore, the desire 
to know Brahman’, it is assumed that the sense of the word 
‘Brahman’ is a thing which is free from sublation, is of the 
nature of intelligence, devoid of limits, and is to be desired 
to be known as culminating in the human goal. 

IX(a). And the word ‘Brahman’ which comes from the 
roqfc ‘Brha, byhi, to increase,’ signifies greatness: and that 
greatness, because of the non-existence of a topic or quali- 
fying words to narrow the sense, comes to be only that 
which is unexcellable. Thence, it comes to be said to be free 
from limitation due to space, time or (other) things Simi- 
larly even freedom from defects, like sublatability, inertness 
and not being a biiman goal, is but greatness (connoted by 
hrlf) ; for, in ordinary experience, there is seen the usage 
‘ great men ’ in respect of men who are free from defects and 
possess merits. Therefore, on the strength of etymology, 
the word ‘ Brahman ’ applies to the sense above stated. In 
respect of caste, the jiva, the lotus-seated one etc-, though 
mitt, iX 
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there is not the sense above stated, the application of the 
word ‘Brahman’ (to them) is intelligible, as due to conven- 
tional sense. 

IX(b). Now, by following the sense of the root hrli is 
it the sense of the word * Brahman ’ in the aphorism that 
is described, or is it of (the word in) the sruti ? Not the 
first ; for in the case of human usage, which stands in need 
of a basic authority, ascertainment in the absence of that 
(authority) is of no use. If, then, sruti be the basic authority, 
even thus, since in the next aphorism it is to be . ascertained 
that Brahman is the cause of the origination etc. of the 
world, no ellort is to be expended in the present aphorism. 
Not the second, since the sense is ascertained (by Scripture) 
itself, in such texts as ‘That whence, verily, these beings are 
born. ..desire to know that, that is Brahman’^, ‘Truth, 
knowledge, infinitude is Brahman ’ 

IX(c). There is not this defect: for in the case of the 
second aphorism which has not come into being at the stage 
when the first aphorism is set out, it is not possible for it 
to be the cause of the ascertaiment of the sense of that (first 
aphorism) : in the sruti too, in the absence of the word-sense 
being established otherwise, valid knowledge of the sentence- 
sense is impossible : here in both cases, the sense (of the 
word ‘Brahman’) has to be described by the following the 
sense of the root. If it is said that following the root-sense 
is the cause of the cognition of possibility alone, not the 
cause of ascertainment, let there be no ascertainment ; for, 
what is needed here as the content of the desire to know is 
only that thing which is possible and unascertained. 

iTait. Ill, i 
»Ibid. II, i 
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X. If, then, there be needed the ascertained establish- 
ment of what is intended to be declared, i. e., the sense of the 
word ‘Brahman’, then that too is made out. The self is per- 
ceptually cognised by the whole world, in the form 'I exist’; 
that itself is indeed Brahman, because of the sruti text ‘That 
Brahman, verily, is this self’^. And thence, since inquiry, 
whose subject is what is cognised, is i)08sible, there results 
connection, consisting in the capacity to be taught. And 
thus, since there is not absolute non -establishment, there 
results content-ness- Now, thus then, since, as being the 
sphere even of perception, there is no non-common-ness, 
content-ness is not established (for Brahman); if this be said, 
no : though it is established in the perception of all as ‘I’, 
in the general charsicter of self-hood, the perceptual establish- 
ment of its particular character, which is subject to dispute 
is not possible. Though in the self there does not really 
exist a distinction of general and particular, yet, just as for 
the rope-substance, being-cognised through a form common 
to staff, a snake, a streak etc. is itself the generality, similarly, 
for the self too, being-cognised as (of a form) common to 
the disputed alternatives, the things called body, senses, 
manas, intellect, the void, agent, enjoyer, the omniscient and 
Brahman — may (itself) be the generality ; for in the case of 
the word ‘I’ expressing the self, even when applied to percept- 
ually established objects, like the body, dispute as to sedse is 
possible, as in the case of the word 'go'- 


XI(a). For, in the case of the word 'go' which is used 
in respect of perceptually established senses like the indivi- 
dual, the configuration, the generality, the activity and the 
quality, the generality is understood to be the sense by those 


tfillji., lY, iv, 6 
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who follow the Veda; the individual (is understood) by the 
Sahkhyas etc- ; both by the Grammarians; akvti, which is 
called the configuration of the parts, by the Arhatas etc- ; 
and all three by the Naiyayikas- If then (it be said) ‘ Since 
in the use of the word “go” there is invariability of the 
co-presence and co-absence of generality etc., there is the 
doubt as to (one of) them being the sense’, then, even because 
of the invariability of the co-presence and co-absence of the 
body etc-, in the use of the word ‘1’, let there be the doubt 
as to having (one of) those as the .sense- 

XI(b). Of these (possibilities), those persons who are 
devoid of the purification duo to (study of) the siistra, adopt 
perception alone, devoid of inquiry, as the means of valid 
knowledge and understand the intelligising body to be the 
self. 

XI(c). Similarly, the Laukayatikas, who maintain the 
reality of the four elements alone, think that, because in 
‘I am a man, I know’, the body is cognised as the substrate 
of the cognition ‘I’ and as the locus of knowledge, that (body) 
itself is the self- 

XI(d). Others, again, say thus: since even when the 
body exists there is not the cognition of colour etc-, without 
the sense of sight etc-, the senses alone are intelligences. 
Nor are the co-presence and co-absence of the senses with 
cognition explained otherwise by (their) being instruments : 
for, the assumption of material causality is more suitable 
than the assumption of instrumentality- Therefore, the 
senses which are the substrates of the cognition T’ in ‘I am 
one-eyed, I am dumb’ etc-, and are intelligences, are to be 
admitted as each the self. As for the body being the subs- 
trate of the cognition T’, and (its) being intelligence these 

20 
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are explained otherwise by its being the locus of the senses 
which are the self- Now if in one and the same body several 
senses be intelligences, there would not be the recognition 
‘The same I that formerly saw the colour now hear the 
sound similarly, enjoyership in respect of colour, taste etc. 
would be certainly simultaneous, not in sequence ; if this 
be said; not so ; for oneness of intelligence is not the cause 
of recognition and enjoyment in sequence, but only being 
located in one body. Therefore, just as when in the case 
of many men in one house, at the marriage of each one the 
others are accessories, similarly, in the case of the senses too 
which are selves, at the time of the enjoyment of each, the 
others are accessories. 

XI(e). Others, however, think thus : in dream, even 
though the sense of sight etc. are non-existent, the qualities 
of being the locus of cognition and being the substrate of the 
cognition ‘I’ are cognised in the bare manas. Nor do the 
cognitions of colour etc. have the sense of sight etc-, for 
locus ; for, in that case the recollection of colour etc. by the 
bare manas would be unintelligible. Therefore, the sense of 
sight etc., are but instruments. As for the cognition ‘I’, that 
results by the figurative ascription of agency thereto. Nor 
does recognition stand to reason in respect of (i. e., among) 
many selves, merely because of their being located in a single 
body ; because of the contingence of that (recognition) even 
among those located on a single story. Therefore, manas 
alone, having the sense of sight etc. as instruments, and the 
body as its support, is the self. 

XT(f). The VijHanavadins, however, who think that the 
reality of any thing other than momentary cognitions is 
opposed to experience, declare the self'hood of cognition* 
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Eecognition, however, is intelligible, because of similarity, as 
in the case of a flame, among the constantly arising cogni- 
tions* Merely because of the cognitions belonging to (one) 
succession of cause and effect, there is the establishment of 
karma, knowledge, bondage, release etc. 

XI(g). The Madhyamika, however, since even cognition 
is not seen in sleep, says that the void alone is the true self. 
If, in sleep, there be the stream of cognition, then there is 
the contingence of the presentation of content too, since a 
content-less cognition is impossible. If it be said that only 
waking and dreaming cognitions have a content, not the 
cognitions of sleep, no ; because there is no distinction. What 
is in dispute has a content, since it is a cognition, like what 
is admitted* If it be said that since he who has awakened 
has no recollection of a content in sleep, there is no content 
in that (stage), then, even because of invariable non-re- 
collection, let there be no cognition either in that (stage)* 
Nor is the void to be disputed: for just as the determinate 
(cognition) is generated by the indeterminate which is 
opposed (in content) to its own content, similarly, even 
the cognition of the real, it should be admitted, is generated 
by the void which is opposed (in content) to itself. And 
thus, since the cognition of reality ‘I exist’, which arises on 
waking, and is (thus) devoid of a cause consisting in an 
immediately antecedent cognition, is not capable of being 
true, the void alone is real* 

XI(h). Yet others, again, say that the self is that which 
is other than the body, senses, manas, cognition and the 
void, is permanent, migrates, is agent and enjoyer* Nor is 
the cognition ‘1’ intelligible in the case of the void, because 
of the contingence of that (cognition) even in cases like the 
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barren woman’s son. Nor in the case of momentary cogni- 
tion does empirical usage in sequence stand to reason. The 
whole world, indeed, first knows the advantageous thing, 
then desires, then strives, then attains it, and then derives 
happiness (therefrom). If such empirical usage, which 
appears as having a single agent, be brought about by several 
selves existing in a single succession, even though not 
knowing one the language (i. e., the nature) of anothei”, then 
why should not those (selves) existing in different successions 
bring about (that usage) ? Therefore, in order to account 
for such unsublated recognition as “ The same ‘ I ’ that 
knew this thing, now desire it”, a permanent self should 
be admitted. And this is not of the form of cognition, since 
the experience of oneness is not of the form ‘I am cogni- 
tion’. This relation is experienced indeed in the form 
‘Mine is this cognition’. Nor is this experience figurative, 
like ‘My self’, since there is no sublation. Hereby is refuted 
the self-hood of the body, senses and manas, since there too 
the cognition of relation (as between possessor and possession) 
cannot be avoided; for, the designation as ‘1’ in respect of 
these is due to superimposition. 

XII. Nor does this self have a beginning; for, looking 
at the attainment of happiness and misery even immediately 
after the origination of the body, it is understood that the 
agent of the merit and demerit, which are causes thereof, 
exists even earlier. Nor is this non-eternal, since destruc- 
tion is indemonstrable. The destruction is not of itself, 
since the causeless destruction, which is too wide (an 
assumption), is not admitted by others than the Sugatas. 
Nor from another, since for the partless, conjunction with 
a canse of destruction is impossible. Even if it were possible, 
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destruction would not result. For, conjunction with 
another is indeed caused by karma; and that, for the sake of 
the enjoyment of the fruit of that karma, would establish 
only the permanence of the self, not its destruction. There- 
fore is established of the beginningless and indestructible 
(self), migration, of the nature of entering and departing 
from an infinite number of bodies. Since enjoyment is 
impossible for the unchanging, if there be admitted change, 
in the nature of the fruit of activity, it is not possible to 
avoid agency, which is of the nature of entering into 
activity. And the experienced enjoyership too, since it is 
unintelligible in these (others) which begin with the body 
and end with cognition, culminates only in the afore-said 
self. It is thus- The body is of the nature of an aggregate of 
the five elements^ because of the sastra ‘When, dear one, 
the body which is of the nature of the five elements has 
attained destruction,’ etc. 

XIII. As for what the Naiyilyika thinks — that for 
residents on the earth, the body is but earthy, that the 
cognition of wetness etc., therein is, as in the case of the 
cloth etc*, due to the association of another element — that is 
unsound; for, just as of the existence of the cloth etc., there 
is no decrease, even when by drying etc., the water departs, 
similarly there is the contingence of the non-existence of 
decrease for the body even on the departure of (the agents of) 
wetting, cooking, collecting and giving space- 

XIV* And that which the VaiSe^ikas say — that, if the 
body be of the nature of the five elements, there is the 
contingence of its imperceptibility, since, air and ether being 
imperceptible, it exists in the perceptible and the impercep- 
tible (together), that too does not stand to reason ; for, in 
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that case, there is the coDtingence of the imperecptibility of 
all wholes, since they exist in parts which are (some) per* 
ceptible and (sonie) imperceptible. Indeed, those parts of 
wholes, which are subtle or are situated on the side that is 
away (from the observer), are not capable of being perceived. 
Therefore, the body is the aggregate of the elements- Nor 
may it be said that, in the case of what possess odour etc., 
and what are devoid of them, there is not the origination 
(togetheiO of a single effect, because of reciprocal opposition. 
For, if that be so, in the case of blue etc-, there is the con- 
tingence of the impossibility of generating a single picture- 
If this (capacity) be admitted there, even on the strength of 
experience, that is not ruled out with a baton, in the 
present case too. 

XV. Here, the Lokayatas, who declare enjoyership in 
the case of the body, should be asked (thtis). Does enjoyer- 
ship belong to each element distributively or to the aggre- 
gate? Even on the first, tbei*e is not enjoyership for all 
simultaneously; for, then, the reciprocal relation of subsi- 
diary and principal being unintelligible among those which 
are appetent in respect of their respective objects, 
there is contingence of the non-existence of aggregation. 
If there be enjoyership even without the aggregate, there 
should be cognised enjoyership for each element even outside 
the body. Nor is there enjoyership for them in sequence, 
since the unintelligibility of aggregation remains as before. 
Nor is there intelligibility of that through the relation of 
subsidiary and principal, on the analogy of the marriage 
of (several) bridegrooms ; because there is disparity. Just 
as for each bridegroom there is a distinct bride as the object 
of enjoyment, not thus are distinctly fixed colour> taste, odour 
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and touch as objects of enjoyment for the four enjoyers — 
earth, waters lire and air. How is there enjoyment in 
sequence? If then they be somehow distinctly fixed, even 
then, when there is simultaneous proximity of all objectsj 
sequence is unintelligible- This is just as at a particular 
auspicious hour, in the proximity of separate brides as 
objects of enjoyment, there is not for the bridegrooms either 
marriage in sequence or aggregation in the relation of 
subsidiary and principal. Nor is enjoyership possible for 
them in the aggregate ; for, the intelligence, non-existent 
in each, being non-existent in the aggregate too, enjoyment 
is unintelligible. 

XVI(a). Then you may think : just as, in the case 
of scsamum grains thrown into the fire though there is not 
in each the capacity to generate the flame, there is that 
capacity to generate in the collection of sesamum grains, 
similarly there may be intelligence for the aggregate- Kven 
then, a cause should be stated for the resulting of the aggre- 
gation. If the cause be said to be future enjoyment, no- 
If the enjoyment be in the relation of a subsidiary, then, 
in the case of the elements which are principals, devoid of 
the reciprocal relation of subsidiary and principal, how can 
aggregation result ? As for principal character, that, in 
the case of enjoyment, is unintelligible, since it is subsidiary 
to the enjoyer. Nor may it be said that in the case of two 
enjoyers subsidiary to enjoyment as the principal, viz-, the 
bodies of the man and the woman, aggregation is seen ; 
for, even there, it is not admitted that the bodies are the 
enjoyers. 

XVI(b). The example which was given, that in respect 
of the flame there is aggregation of the sesamum grains, 
that too is non-established for you, since the aggregate has 
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not been explained. What is called an aggregate is not 
mere location of the enjoyment and enjoyer in one place, 
as in the case of a forest; for, if that were so, since on that 
principle that (aggregate) would exist everywhere in the 
case of the pervasive elements, there is the contingence of 
intelligence and enjoyment existing everywhere. Nor is the 
aggregate the whole produced by them; for if that be 
different from the elements, there is the contingence of the 
admission of a fifth real ; if it be non-difforent, being but 
the elements, the character of an aggregate is impossible: and 
difference cum non -difference is not admitted. If then it be 
that because of the dependence of the whole on others, there 
is not the contingence of a fifth real, then even the 
four reals would not be established, since water etc., are 
dependent on earth etc. (for support). Nor is the aggregate 
the I’esulting of the capacity to be the substrate of the 
cognition of a single substance; for the cognition of oneness 
in what are really many is but a delusion. Nor is the 
aggregate the simultaneous relation (of many) in a single 
practically efficient activity; for, then, when water is heated 
by fire located in the faggot and blown on by the wind, 
because of the aggregation of the four elements here, there 
is the contingence of enjoyment. Nor is the aggreate intimate 
union as between fire and the ball of iron; for that kind of 
union does not exist in the body in respect of air; (if 
this absence be neglected), there is the contingence of 
enjoyment in the iron-ball which is pervaded by fire, has 
absorbed water and is in conjunction with air. Nor may 
it be suspected, in order to remedy the said defects, that 
enjoyership is invariable only for some one element; for in 
the proximity of all, it is not determined that enjoyership 
is for this (one) alone. 
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XVII. As for the two views of certain sections of 
Lokayatas, that enjoyersbip belongs to the senses, and that 
enjoyershin belongs to the aggregate of body and senses, 
they are to be refuted by the reasoning afore-mentioned. 

XVIII(a). Now, what again are the senses whose 
enjoyership is refuted? Here, the Sngatas say they are but 
the orbs; the capacities of these (orbs) say the Blimrniisakas; 
(they are) some other substances other than these (two) say 
all other disputants. 

XVIlT(b). Being the orb alone does not stand to reason; 
for, the cognition of sound etc., exists in the case of 
snakes, etc., though devoid of the car cavity etc-; and in 
the case of trees, devoid of all (sensory) orbs there is the 
cognition of objects, because of sucli sflstra as ‘Therefore, 
the trees see’. Nor arc trees non-intelligent, since their 
being (intelligent) creatures is understood from the prohi- 
bition of injury etc. For the same reason the senses are. 
not capacities of the orbs- If then he (the theorist) thinks 
that rather than assume another substance possessing capa- 
city, there is parsimony in the assumption of capacity alone 
in the things already cognised, then because of the 
greatest (degree of) parsimony let us assume of the self 
itself the capacity for all cognitions in sequence; what (is 
the need) of the senses'? Nor is it that in the case of the 
omnipresent self the transforn)ation as cognition is unintelli- 
gible in the region of the orbs alone; for by you there 
is admitted of that same (self) the. transformation as cog- 
nition only inthe region of the body. And tliiis the co-prescnce 
and co-absence of cognition of the orbs, though (these are) not 
senses, is explained otherwise by their being of the substance 
of the body. Therefore, the Mimaipsa view is not intelligible* 
21 
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Let the senses then be other substances (than these) ; 
and they because of association with particular orbs are 
denoted by such words as caksus. That too does not stand 
to reason, since there is no evidence in respect of these 
(substances). The cognitions of colour etc., which are in 
dispute, are caused by instruments, since they are activities 
of an agent, like the act of cutting; if this be said, no; 
because of inconclusiveness, in as much as in that activity 
of the agent, which consists in directing the instrument, 
there is no other instrument, since otherwise there would 
be infinite regress- If it be said that the senses are known 
from the revealed text ‘ From this is born the vital air^ 
manas as also all the senses,’^ no; for, the senses are known 
even to those who are devoid of the purification (consisting 
in the study) of revelation. Nor are the senses, like the 
manasj known by the witness, for of the sense of sight etc-, 
there is no cognition by the witness alone, without depending 
on probans, i- e. what is called cognition of colour etc. 
Therefore, the senses do not exist at all- 

XVIII(c)- To this it is said (in reply): the senses, which 
are other than the orbs, are known from revelation alone. In- 
deed, those devoid of the purification (consisting in the study) 
of that, do not know these, but only the orbs (as senses). 

XVIII(d). As for what is said by the SaUkhyas that 
these senses are produced by individuation (ahaiikara), 
is it the personal individuation that is the cause ? Or is it 
some primal nature which pervades ail products and is 
called individuation ? For neither is there any evidence. 
If then (it be said that) several statements of the Puranas 
are evidence for the second view, that is not (so) ; because 
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of conflict with ^ruti ; for, in ench 4ruti texts, as ‘Manas, 
dear one, is the product of food (earth), the vital air is the 
product of water, speech is the product of fire’^ etc., it is 
understood that they are modifications of the elements. 
Therefore, the Purau'c statements declare of the senses alone, 
their dependence on individuation. 

XVIII(e). As for the elemental nature of the senses 
declared by those who resort to dry reasoning (without 
dependence on Scripture), that too does not stand to reason ; 
for, it is not possible for them to state the evidence. The 
senses are elemental, since they have parts, like pot etc. ; 
and their having parts is because of being of medium sijie ; 
if this be said, no ; for, since there is no sublation even if 
the senses be atomic in size, the ^ro6o«.? is non-established. 
The contingence of the presentation of the objects too being 
atomic is the sublation ; if this be said, no ; for in your view, 
by the manas, even though of atomic size, there is cognition 
of pervasive substances like the self. The sense of sight 
must have as its material cause that which has the quality 
of colour, since among the five beginning with colour, it 
manifests colour alone ; that which manifests something 
invariably, has for its material cause what has that something 
as its quality, like the light which manifests colour and has 
for its material cause that which possesses colour (i. e. fire) : 
similarly is this to he reasoned out in other cases too ; if 
this be said, no ; for in respect of the sense of hearing, which 
manifests sound alone, since it is not produced by ether 
which possesses the quality of sound, there is inconclusiveness; 
for it is admitted by you that the sense of hearing is (not a 
product of ethei”, but) only ether defined by the ear cavity. 


1 Ghana., VI, V, 4 
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If it be said that there is no inconclnsiveness in the parti- 
cular pervasion (about the sense of siEjht), even thus undue 
extension is difficult to avoid ; for in the case of the 
manas which manifests the four beginning with colour, 
it would be easy (thus) to establish production by the four 
elements. If it be said that as apprehending even what is 
not an element, e.g-, the self etc , the manas is not a product 
of the elements, then, for the sense of sight etc., there 
would be no production by the elements, since they appre- 
hend even number, size etc. (which are not elements). If 
it be said that when there is admitted the production (of the 
senses) by their distinctive contents, there is established their 
elemental character, then the manas too should be produced 
by its distinctive content, the self. Though the self which 
is single (uncompounded) may not be the producer of a sub- 
stance with parts, why should it not be a producer in respect 
of the mind-substance, which is partlcss ? Therefore, the 
establishment of the elemental character of the .sen.ses is not 
from reasoning, but only from revelation. 

XVllI(f). These senses, again, are pervasive, declare 
the Yogas. That too is devoid of evidence- The self, the 
senses and the manas ai’e omnipresent, as their activity is 
seen everywhere, like ether; their activity, cognition, is 
indeed seen everywhere ; if this be said, no; for if by ‘every- 
where’ the whole universe be intended, there is the contin- 
gence of non-establishment; if what is intended be ‘wherever 
there is the body ’, thei’e is inconclusiveness even in 
respect of the body. It is indeed seen that wherever the 
body is, there is throughout the activity of the body; and there 
is no omnipresence for the bod)'. Then, the senses ai'e omni- 
present, since their motion is conditioned by something else. 
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like ether ; just as the motion of ether is conditioned by 
pot etc., similarly the motion of the senses is conditioned 
by the body; if this be said, no; because of inconclusiveness 
in respect of the parts of the body: the motion of these (limbs) 
is indeed conditioned by the vital air. Further, if the 
senses be omnipresent, there would be the simultaneous cog* 
nition of all objects. Since their activity obtains in the 
body alone, there is not this defect; if this be said, then the 
assumption of the existence of external senses has neither 
evidence nor fruit. Therefore, the senses are not omni- 
present. 

XVIII(g) As for what the Sugatas assume, that they 
are effective without reaching (to the object), that does not 
stand to reason. Is there activity without reaching, only 
in the ca.se of the senses of sight and hearing, or even in the 
case of the others ? Not in the case of the others, because of 

'M 

the contingence of the cognition of touch, taste and odour 
even from a distance. Nor (is) the first (view po.ssible). 
The senses of sight and hearing, which are in dispute, are 
effective by reaching (to the object), since they arc external 
senses, like the sense of smell etc. And since, in the case 
of light, there is seen quick travel to great distances, the 
I’eaching of the sense of sight to the pole-star etc., with 
the mere opening of the eye, is uncontradicted. And 
in the case of sound, what is said by the Logicians, that 
the reaching consists in the inherence in the sense of 
hearing indirectly as by a succession of waves, that is 
unsound ; for in that case, it would be cognised as 
‘There is sound here, in the sense of hearing’; but it is 
cognised as ‘ The sound is thrre ’• Therefore, in conformity 
with experience it is only of the sense of hearing that there 
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should bef assumed the motion thereto- Thus, therefore, 
it is established that the senses are elemental, finite and 
effective by reaching (to the object). 

XIX- What, then, is this which is called manas, in 
which self-hood is considered (to exist) by another section 
of the Lokayatas ? Manas is eternal, partless, and atomic 
in size, say the Logicians- Of these (properties), it is not 
eternal, since it is finite, like a pot. What is in dispute is 
eternal, since it is a partless substance, like the self ; if this 
be said, no, since the probans is n on-established. What is 
in dispute has parts, since it is an instrument, like the sense 
of sight etc, ' Otherwise the manas-being-a-product of the 
earth, which is declared by ^rnti, would be sublated. How, 
then, is there non-obstruction by a corporeal substance ? 
If this be asked, we say that it is because there is no going 
away (of the manas) from the body during life- At the stage 
of death, however, non-obstruction certainly exists even for 
the sight etc-, which are considered to have parts- Hence 
it is, because of having parts and because of having conjunc- 
tion and disjunction, as for pot etc., there is no atomicity 
in size- And if omnipresent, there is contingence of the 
cognition of all (sensation.s), because of the simultaneous 
conjunction with all senses. But if of medium size there 
is no defect whatever. Even then, when bodies big and 
small, like those of the elephant and the ant, are attained 
in succession, how is there existence as equal (in size) 
to the respective bodies? If this be asked, we saj’’ that it 
is through the increase and decrease of parts. The 6akyas, 
however, declare that the immediately antecedent cognition 
is itself manas, being the instrument of the subsequent 
cognition- That is unsuitable; for without dependence on a 
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rule of pervasion, it is not possible for a prior eognition as 
such to generate the subsequent cognition ; for the cognition 
of the prohans is seen to generate cognition of i\xQ prohandum 
only in dependence on a pervasion* If it be said that 
cognition of the word certainly produces cognition of the 
sense, even without dependence on pervasion^ no ; for in 
your view, verbal knowledge being included in inference, 
pervasion is needed there too. If it be said that cognition 
of the qualification is certainly without dependence on per- 
vasion the producer of the cognition of the qualified, no ; 
for, the cognition of the qualified is generated by sense- 
contact (with the visesya). Then, the immediately antecedent 
cognition does not produce the subsequent cognition, but 
merely intimates the form of that (cognition) : if this be said, 
no ; because of the non-difference of form and that which 
has the form : (and) for form, being natural (to a thing), 
there is no dependence on any other. Therefore, it is 
established that the manas is certainly something other and 
has parts* 


XX. Now what is this true self, which is superimposed 
by deluded disputants on those which begin with the body 
and end with cognition ? Here, some say that this omni- 
present jiva is the self. That is unsound, since for those 
who rely on dry reasoning, there is no prolans. Then it 
may be thought: all instruments of enjoyment, both without 
and within the body, function only for the enjoyment of 
the self ; and that functioning requires conjunction with 
the self possessing unseen potentiality ; therefore, this (self) 
is omnipresent. Here, is it that conjunction is required in 
that part of the self wherein there is the unseen potentiality? 
Or is it conjunction with the self as qualified jper accidens 
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by the unseen potentiality ? Not the first ; for it is unseen 
potentiality inherent in the self as defined by (this) body that 
is the cause of enjoyment in heaven (with another body). 
Not the second, because of the contingence of enjoyment 
even in release. Therefore, omnipresence is established by 
revelation alone. 

XXI. And this self is not inert, since self-luminosity 
is understood through perception, inference and revelation. 
Of these, perception should be understood to be that of 
sleep. There are inferences too (thus) : the self is self- 
luminous, since when it exists, it is devoid of separation 
from luminosity, like the light of the lamp and like cognition ; 
similarly, because it is the agent in the manifestation of 
objects, like the light of a lamp; because it is the locus of 
the manifestation of things? like light : because, while not 
being the sphere of the senses, it is immediate, like cognition; 
this self? when the substrate exists, has the attribute of non- 
generated luminosity since it has the attribute of luminosity, 
like the sun etc. And there is revelation too like ‘ Here 
this person is self-luminous’ etc.* And this self is but 
one in all bodies, since everywhere it is known by the cog- 
nition ‘ I ’ with (but) a single form, like ‘cow-ness-’ Even 
because of the bodies being different, as in the case of past 
bodies etc., there is not the contingence of the recollection 
of (one’s) enjoyment (by another). Now, then, when there 
is difference in this human body too, through changes every 
instant, there is the contingence here (in this life) too of 
the self’s non-recollection of enjoyment; if this be said, no, 
since through the recognition ‘ This is that same body ’ its 
oneness is understood. Nor is there delusiveness as in the 

»eth., IV, iii,9 
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case of the recognition of (oneness in) the flame; for there 
on close inspection, the difference among the flames is 
cognised even perceptually, while here that (cognition) does 
not exist. Thus, therefore, the final position is that the self 
is one and self-luminous. 

XXTI(a). This self, those who have no faith in the Vedas 
cognise as of the form of any substance (in the series) 
beginning with the body and ending with the intellect. 

XXII(b). The Mlmrupsakas and others, however, 
though cognising" the difference from body etc-, consider it 
as agent and enjoycr. 

XXIT(c). This the Safikhyas do not tolerate. The 
self’s agency is not natural, since in the case of the self which 
is omnipresent and partless, entering into activity, consist- 
ing of motion or transformation, is not possible. If 
entering into activity were, like intelligence, natural, it 
would at no time be inconstant. Nor is agency adventitious, 
since in what is partless, the association with a cause of 
agency is impossible. Nor is it possible to superimpose the 
agency of the intellect on the self ; for in the doctrine of 
(error as) non-apprehension (entertained by the Prabhakaras), 
there is no delusion. Therefore, there is no agency (for the 
self). Nor is it possible thus to deny enjoyership. For, 
enjoyment is not the relation to happiness and misery, in 
which case, it would, like agency, be inconstant : but enjo- 
yership consists in being the witness of what is cognised, 
because of being of the nature of intelligence. Therefore, 
the self is enjoyer alone ; this is the view of the Sahkhyas. 

XXlI(d). The Vaiseeikas, Yogas and Naiyayikas infer 
that, other than the said enjoyer, the jiva, there is also one 

22 
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Isvara, omnisuient and omnipotent. The universe in dispute 
has an agent possessing knowledge of its nature, material 
cause etc., since it is a diversified effect, like a storied mansion 
etc. Here, since the agency of a single being is accepted 
because of parsimony of assumption, there is the establishment 
of omniscience : thus (say) the Vaisesikas etc. The capacities of 
knowledge and lordship, which are in dispute, reach a supreme 
limit somewhere, since they are excellable, like size : thus the 
Yogas* The fruit of merit and demerit, which is in dispute, 
is dispensed by one who knows karma, its fruit, its enjoyer 
etc., since it is a remote fruit of karma, like the fruit of 
service : thus the Naiyayikas. 

XXllI(a). Now the introduction of the view about the 
Lord does not stand to reason, since here what has been 
commenced is to show the disputes, in respect of the object 
of the desire to know, i* e. Brahman, of the nature of the 
inner self. There is not this defect ; for, it culminates only 
in a dispute about the inner self, in the form whether the 
inner self is other than that Lord or not other. 

XXni(b). Here Bhaskara says : the inner self is not 
here the object of the desire to know, in which case disputes 
about it could be introduced; but the Lord alone is referred to 
by the word ‘Brahman’ and inquired into; for, causality in res- 
pect of the world is stated as the definition in the aphorism 
‘That whence for this what begins with origination;' and this 
definition is impossible and contrary to experience in respect 
of the inner self. Here it must be asked whether Isvara 
is other than the cause of the world or not other ? If other, 
the exhibition, in your work, of disputes about the cause of 
the world in the words ‘ Some (mention) the pradhantt. 
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otbevB the primal atoms’ etc-, would be irrelevent ; for dis* 
putes about the Lord alone should be exhibited by you* 
And if not other, your introduction of the views about the 
pradhOiUa, primal atoms etc., should be in the view that they 
are the Lord ; and that does not stand to reason- The dis- 
putants do not indeed dispute whether the pradhilna is the 
Lord or the primal atom is the Lord. Though in the case 
of the inner self, the vulgar do not experience (its) causality 
of the world, yet those who are expert in sruti, smvti and 
reasoning do certainly experience it. And thus, when 
through the definition well known in sruti etc., of being 
the cause of the world, there is made known Brahman, the 
distinctive nature of the inner self that is disputed about, 
such a statement as ' That which is the cause of the world 
is Brahman ’ in the second aphorism, stands very much to 
reason. Similarly, through the removal of those bonds begin- 
ning with the body and ending with the intellect, which 
cause hindrsince to human beings, there remains over, as fruit 
for the inner self, the nature of Brahman, as truth, know- 
ledge and infinite bliss. On your view, however, since the 
cause of the world is disputed about, the particular (form) 
of that alone is to be taught through a restatement of (the 
word) ‘ Brahman ’• And thus, there would result for the 
aphorism a statement in the form ‘ That which is Brahman 
is the cause of the world’; and for human beings, there would 
not be any fruit from tliat knowledge. Nor is meditation 
the fruit: for, meditation being possible even through a 
superimposed form, thei’e is futility of the declaration of that 
(form as cause of the world). Therefore, this view of 
BhUskara’s does not fit in- 

XXIII(c). Those, however, who see the final truth, 
bold that what is the Lord is itself the inner self, The jiva 
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and the Lord, which are in dispute, are not really different, 
since their difference is not manifested except in relation to 
adjuncts, as in the case of the prototype and the reflection. 
Otherwise, there would not result in Brahman syntactical 
relation with the sense of lansurpassed greatness : for even 
if it be pervasive of all space and time, yet because of diffe- 
rence from the jivas, there is no real omnipresence. 

XXIV. Now, if for the recurrence of the sense of hrh 
it be admitted of Brahman that it is the self of all, since 
thei’e would have to be admitted its being of the nature of 
misery as well, there would result its being not of the nature 
of a human goal. If it be said that, since there is the nature 
of bliss too, there is the nature of being a human goal, not 
so. Verily, merely because it is the cause of removing 
hunger, food mixed with poison is not sought by human 
beings. If it be said that because of such iiastra as ‘It is 
not affected by the misery of the world’ ^ it is not of the 
nature of misery, no ; for, that is sublated by such sruti 
declaration of identity with all, as in ‘ The self alone is all 
this’^ and by such reasoning as (that based on) its being the 
material cause of all. If then, adopting the view of a few, 
it be said, that, because of the non-existence of ignorance 
and illusory cognition in the omniscient one, there is no 
connection with evil, no ; for in that view, in order to 
generate the real (according to it) identity with the whole 
world, nescience etc. are not needed. Hence it is that 
even when there is true knowledge, the disappearance 
(of this identity) is difficult to establish. Even then, since 
Brahman is devoid of merit and demerit, connection with 
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misery etc.j or the experience thereof is not possible for it ; 
if this be said, no ; for, the relation thereto, as the material 
cause of the entire world of misery etc., and the experience 
thereof as being omniscient, cannot be avoided. If then in 
the desire to remedy this defect, there be admitted the 
difference of Brahman from the effected world, or two 
Brahmans, as effect and as cause, then the sense of hxU 
would not recur (therein). Therefore, Brahman, that is 
the self of all and omniscient, not being a human goal, is 
not the object of the desire to know. 

XXV. It is said (in reply) to this- There may be this 
defect in the view of the woi’ld as absolutely real. On the 
view of illusion, however, there is no defect whatever, since 
in reality Brahman is taintless- 

XXVf. Thus, therefore, the things beginning with the 
body and ending with the taintless Brahman are disputed 
to be the inner self l)y the disputants having recourse to 
I'easoning and texts. The reasonings advanced by the res- 
pective views have already been set forth. And the texts 
(are as follows) : ‘ That, verily, is this person, who is 

constituted of the essence of food (the earth), ‘ That 
Brahman is this self, constituted of the earth, constituted 
of water, constituted of air. constituted of ether, constituted 
of fire’ etc- are to be understood (in support of) the doctrine 
that the body is the self; “ They said unto speech, ‘ Do thou 
sing unto us’ ; saying ‘so be it’ speech sang unto them”^ 
etc., in (support of) the doctrine that the senses are the self ; 
‘manas sang’ in (support of) the doctrine that the manas is 
the self ; ‘Which is the self ? That which is a mass of 

•Taitt, II, i 
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cognition’^ etc., in (support of) the doctrine that cognition 
is the self; ‘Non-existence, verily, this was in the beginning’* 
etc., in (support oO the doctrine that the void is the self ; 
‘The permitter, knower, agents ‘in dream the jiva is the 
enjoyer of happiness and misery etc. in (support of) the 
doctrine that the agent and enjoyer is the self ; “ ‘ One of 
those two eats the tasty berry ’ that is the intellect ; ‘ The 
other shines without eating’ ” etc., in (support of) the 
doctrine that the mere enjoyer, characterised by being the 
witness, is the self; ‘He who rests in the self and rules the 
self from within ’ in (support of) the doctrine that the Lord 
is different from the self (not identical with the self or related 
to the univei’se as its material cause). In support, however, 
of the doctrine that the taintless Brahman is the self, all 
the Vedanta texts are to be understood. That of these 
(texts and reasonings) the reasonings and texts mentioned 
by those who maintain that the taintless Brahman is the 
self are valid and those mentioned by others are falla- 
cious, this the aphorist himself will make clear in various 
places. 

XXVII. And this being the case, that person desirous 
of release who, without the study of this ^astra of inquiry, 
thinks himself learned, and holds to any one of those begin- 
ning with the body and ending with the Lord different (from 
jIva) as the self, will not attain release ; for, release which 
is to be obtained by true knowledge is not capable of being 
obtained by erroneous cognition. Nor is there expiation 
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for that most sinful being. Erroneous cognition is indeed 
the greatest sin, on the principle ‘ He, who understands 
in one way the self which exists in another way, by 
that thief who injures his own self, what is that sin that 
has not been committed?’^ Therefore is declared by sruti the 
attainment of diflicult worlds by him who brings about the 
assumption of uni’eality for the self which is of the nature 
of truth, knowledge, bliss etc., (and) who is (thus) a killer 
of the self : ‘ Those worlds are called asurya (demonic), 

enveloped in blind darkness ; to these go, after death, those 
people who are killers of the self”-^. 

XXVIII. Now, though true knowledge be brought 
about by the inquiry into Brahman, release is not intelligible* 
since there is not the removal of the universe of earth etc* 
There is not this defect. Though there may exist the earth 
etc., common to all people, since, when there is the removal 
of the super-imposition of organs (on the sclO, there is no 
cognisership, and since for the self’s intelligence there is not 
of itself (directly) association with objects, it does not attain 
the cognition of that (universe), in the same way as one 
without a sense-organ (does not have) the cognition of colour 
etc. ; this is one view. The other view, however, that of 
the removal of all duality, will be stated under the aphorism 
on harmony. 

XXIX. Thus, therefore, since what is perceptually 

known to all in the general form of self-hood as ' 1 ’ is not 

wholly unknown, and since though subject to the disputes 

of disputants in respect of its particular nature it is not 

( tn tho traiislattou the readitig of Ms. C has been preferred| omiititig tho 
words *atas tasya', 
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established in any other sastra as of the particular nature 
of Brahman unrelated to the world, it is established to be 
a content. And since that Brahman is capable of being 
propounded by this sastra, connection too, consisting in the 
relation of what is expounded and what expounds, is esta- 
blished. Thus, both being established, and release having 
been mentioned as the fruit. Brahman-inquiry is to be 
carried on, without any obstacle; hence everything without 
exception is exceedingly auspicious. 

HI3BE ENDS THE POUBTU VABJVAKA- 
END OP XUE PIEST ArUOUISM. 



SECOND APHORISM 

FIFTH VARNAKA. 




I. In ‘Then, therefore, the desire to know Brahman’,^ 
it has been premised that by him who desires to know 
Brahman, there is to be heard (studied) this sastra of inquiry, 
which is the means to Brahman-knowledge ; for, the word 
‘jijnasa’ without abandoning its own sense of ‘ the desire to 
know’, secondarily implies the inquiry that is included 
(therein). And when Brahman-inquiry is premised, its 
subsidiaries too — definition, means of knowledge, ai’gumen- 
tation, means (of attainment) and the fruit — are certainly 
premised; hence the string of aphorisms, which declares 
the definition etc-, and is about to be mentioned, fits in 
eminently. Otherwise, for the aphorist who, premising as 
what is to be done the desire for knowledge which is not 
dependent on the person, declares the definition etc., which 
are of no service to the desire, there would follow conside- 
rable lack of expertise- Though, because the accomplish- 
ment of what is to be accomplished is dependent on the 
means, the means etc- alone are first to be inquired into, 
yet these, being qualified by Brahman, in the form ‘ means 
of knowledge in respect of Brahman, argumentation in respect 
of Brahman, means of attaining Brahman and Brahman- 
cognition,’ are dependent on the ascertainment of the nature 
of Brahman and accessories. Therefore the revered aphorist 
first defines the nature of Brahman which is independent 


iBr. so., 1, i, 1 
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and principal, in ‘That whence for this what begins with 
origination 

II. Now, is the definition in respect of that whose 
nature is unknown or known ? Not in respect of the un- 
known ; because there does not arise the desire to know in 
the form ‘ What is the definition of this which is to he 
defined ? ’ and because there is not cognised the relation 
between the defined and the definition in the form * Of this, 
this is the definition’. Nor in respect of the known, because 
of futility. Further is there stated the definition of essential 
nature or a definition per accidens^ Not the first; for 
causality of what begins with origination, which has a 
counter-correlatej cannot be the essential nature (of Brahman); 
and if it be the essential nature there is the contingcnce of 
(Brahman) possessing particularities. Nor the second, since 
in the absence of the definition of essential nature, it is not 
possible to cognise the essential nature through merely the 
definition per accidens, and since the definition of essential 
nature is not established elsewhere. Even if it be somehow 
established elsewhere, thei’e is over-pervasiveness of this 
definition per accidens ; for causality of the world is possible 
even in the case of the pradhana etc. Therefore what is it 
that is declared by this aphorism ? 

III, Here we say: ‘That cause whence result the origina* 
tion, sustentation and destruction of the world, that is shown 
(here) through definition of essential nature and through 
definition per accidens''^ For him who has read the Vedanta, 
who knows the relation between word and word-sense, who, 
knowing the nature of Brahman superficially, desires to 
know it in detail, this statement of definition is certainly 
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fruitful ae having a settled relation of the defined to the 
definition. That being the case, even if causality of what 
begins with origination be the definition of essential nature 
of Brahman qualified by mays, there is no contradiction ; 
of the pure Brahman, however, it is the definition per 
accidens- The definition of its essential nature, however, 
is well known in such 6ruti texts as ' Truth, knowledge, in- 
finitude is Brahman’ \ Nor is there over-pervasiveness of 
the said definition, since causality of the world, in the case 
of the pi’adhana etc., will be refuted. In order to ascertain 
the definition through remedying defects like over-pervasive- 
ness, the means of knowledge and ai'gu mentation should be 
understoo^to be presumptively indicated even here; for those 
two alone, the means of knowledge and the argumentation, 
will be elaborated by the aphorist in (the fii’st) two chapters. 

IV. Now in the bahuvrihi ‘janmadi’, since sustentation 
and destruction are the (two) other things (referred to by 
the compound), it should be in the masculine dual. It should, 
not be, since origination too is intended to be declared as 
one of the other things (referred to by the compound). Nor, 
if this is the case, is there the contingence of one and the 
same (thing), origination, being both what is qualified and 
the qualification ; for, the three beginning with origination 
are intended to be declared as what is qualified. For the 
same reason there is not even the possibility of the masculine 
plural (for the denotation of the compoinid is collective). 
Though in respect of the beginningless transmigration there 
is no real primacy of origination, yet, in dependence on what 
is empirically established in the world, vi/.-, that (something) 
after being born and e.’cisting is dissolved, there is the 
iTaitt... II, i 
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mention of the primacy of origination in thearuti ‘That verily 
whence these beings are born ’ etc.* ; in dependence on that 
the mention in this aphorism too is intelligible. 

V. In the word ‘for this’ of the aphorism, by the 
stem-sense is denoted the entire world cognised by perception 
etc-; for “^this’ is a prononn (sarvanttma), and there is not 
here, as elsewhere, any (consideration) like the topic to restrict 
(the denotation). For the same reason, by the possessive 
suffix there is here intended to be declared all kinds of 
relation, indeed, between what begins with origination and 
the world. Nor may it be said ‘ since for origination etc., 
located in the world, there is not, as for the crow located in 
the house, any relation, that is not a definition’ : ^r though 
not related to pure Brahman, that is related to Brahman 
which is qualified by maya and is the cause. 

VI. By the word ‘ whence ’ in the aphorism there is 
designated the cause (Brahman) alone, not the pui’e. Now 
causalitj^ too is included in what is to be defined ; causality 
indeed is either being of such a nature as enters into activity 
whose sphere is different kinds of products, or being of such 
a nature as has the capacity to bring forth those (products) ; 
and neither of these can be included in the pure Brahman, the 
object of the desire to know ; therefore, what begins with 
drigination, which is related to the cause, is not a definition. 
If this be said, not so ; for, it (i. e. being a definition) is 
intelligible like (a house) being the locus of a crow. Being 
the locus of a crow is not indeed included in (the signification 
of) the house ; for, if that were the case, on the departure 
of the crow, there is the contingence of the cognition of 
the loss of a part of the house. Therefore, what is called 
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the house being the locus is an accidental attribute ; and that, 
by elimination, is included in the definition alone* Just 
as its determinant, the crow, is a definition, similai’ly for 
Brahman too, causality, an accidental attribute, falls within 
the definition. In its determinant, i. e*, what begins with 
origination, being the definition, what is the loss to you ? 

VII. Now, the causality which is recognised in respect 
of Brahman as falling within the definition, of what kind 
is it ? Is it efficient causality alone, or material causa- 
lity alone, or both ? Not the first or the second ; for, 
another having to be necessarily recognised as material 
cause or efficient cause, there is not in Brahman the syntac- 
tical relation of the sense of hrli and there is the contingence 
of the loss of infinitude declared in scripture* Nor the third, 
since there is no evidence in respect of one and the same 
being both causes* Inference, indeed, is not possible here* 
It is thus* Is the world of elements and elementals made 
the subject, or the elements alone ? On the first there is 
sublation in part, since in the elementals there is seen the 
contrary of the probandu?n, viz , possession of a non-different 
efficient and material cause* Not the .second, since the 
probans 'being a product’ is inconclusive even in respect of 
pot etc. Therefore causality is not the definition. 

VIII* If this be said, not so ; for by the alternative 
‘whence’ in the aphorism, causality of both kinds is intended 
to be declared, since the ablative is laid down in respect of 
the material cause as well as the efficient cause of a thing that 
is originated. Nor may it be said that since material causality 
is seen in the threads which are many, material causality is 
impossible for Brahman that is one* Here, is it that mate- 
rial causality in respect of the gross elements is impossible, 
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or material causality in respect of the elementals? Not the 
first. The gross elements have reality as the material cause ; 
for, they are interpenetrated by that (reality) ; that which 
is interpenetrated by something has this (latter) for the mate- 
rial cause, like the cloth which is interpenetrated by threads 
and has threads for the material cause. And the oneness of 
reality is established in dependence on ordinary experience 
and the Veda. Since in the case of space, time etc., though 
interpenetrated by substance-ness, they do not have this 
as material cause, there is inconclusiveness (of the 
•prohans) •, if this be said, no; for, material causality is 
admitted by the VedSntins, even in the case of substance- 
ness and so on ; substance-ness etc. are indeed varieties of 
reality conditioned by adjuncts, and are not independent. 
Therefore, in respect of earth etc., there is not the contin- 
gence of material causality for two — reality and substance- 
ness. Nor the second; for even in respect of the elementals 
which are interpenetrated by reality, it is admitted, on the 
ground of parsimony, that through the channel of the ele- 
ments, the reality interpenetrating the elements is itself the 
primal material cause. Nor is there impossibility of evidence 
in respect of the material cause being itself the efficient cause. 
The world in dispute has a material cause non-ditferent from 
the efficient, since it is generated as preceded by knowledge, 
like the happiness, misery, attachment, aversion etc.? present 
in the self. In order to exclude the nacre silver which has 
nescience for material cause and a defect (of the senses) for 
efficient cause, it is said ‘preceded by knowledge’. Since 
even pots etc. are (within) the subject (of the conclusion), 
there is no inconclusivene.s3. Since in the form of the potter 
etc.. Brahman itself is the efficient cause, there is no^ 
sublation even in respect of (that) part- If it be said that, since 
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different efficient causes are seen, like unseen potentiality, 
there is failure of the probandiini (in the example), no ; for, 
what is inferred is the oneness only of the material cause and 
the controller. And this being the case, in respect of the world 
there is the contingence of efficient causality, for an unseen 
potentiality which is different from Brahman ; if this be said, 
thus then, efficient causality in respect of happiness etc., 
should be understood only of the self as qualified per accidens 
by unseen potentiality. If, now, your mind afflicted b}^ 
fallacious reasoning, you are not at all pleased with this 
inference, then, the dual causality of one, as established by the 
creational text, is here mentioned as the definition ; and the 
creational text declares efficient causality in ‘ That desired ’ 
and material causality in 'May I become many’ thus we 
have to be satisfied. 

IX. Here some introduce the doctrine of transforma- 
tion, saying that because of the intrinsic validity of sruti, 
the world-becoming of Brahman occurs even while being of 
the nature of that (reality). Here, what is called ‘being of the 
nature of that’? Is it (1) reality, or (2) being other than 
non-existence in its own locus, or (3) non-sublation in the 
adjunct that is its own locus, or (4) non-sublation in respect 
of existence ? Not the first, because of the contingenee of 
dream-creation being real, since the resulting of intrinsic 
validity for the cognition of that (creation) too is difficult to 
avoid. If, then, you think that because of defect there is 
invalidity in that case, while it is not so in the case of sruti, 
even thus there is the contingence of reality in the case of 
the silver cognised in the valid means of knowdge, i. e., the 

1 Ohand., VI, ii,3 

3 The rending ‘satyatvam’ has been adopted in preloronco to 'eatyasabdabhi- 
dbayatvam,' following the text of the Vlvatana, page S06> 
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inference in ‘ This silver is illusory> because of being 
sublated’. Not the second, for even by the milyavadins there 
is admitted of the creation known from sruti etc., exclusion 
of non-existence in its own locus, i- e- Brahman. Not the 
third, for, even in the case of posited attributes due tor 
adjuncts, like the darkness of the reflection, and the limited- 
ness of the pot-ether, there is non-sublation in the adjunct 
that is their own locus. Not the fourth, since even of 
creation it is admitted that there is snblation only in respect 
of the element of absolute reality, not in respect of existence. 

X. If there be no reality of creation, there would be 
non-authoritativeness of the creational text ; if this be said, 
no ; for in the case of ^ruti, which has set out to give valid 
knowledge of the existence alone of creation, authoritative- 
ness being intelligible with the mere existence of creation, 
its reality is of no use- Indeed, the sense of sight which 
gives valid knowledge of colour does not fail to be valid 
because of the non-existence of sound (in visual cognition). 
If merely because of the fault of being a means of valid 
knowledge, purport be assumed in respect of reality, there 
would be that nature even for the text about dream-creation. 
As for absence of fruit, that is common to both (creational 
texts) ; and being the cause of evil, in respect of the element 
of misery and what is instrumental thereto, is equal (in both). 
If the reality of creation be declared, the fruit will be the 
establishment of the authoritativeness of the ritual section 
(of the Veda) or of perception etc ; if this be said, no ; for, 
the authoritativeness of that being intelligible even in the 
view of the Mlmainsaka, who maintains the eternality of the 
world, the doctrine of transformation does not result. In 
other views too, since there is empirical usage of the world 
even prior to the knowledge of the creational text, there is 
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established the authoritativeness of that (usage). Therefore, 
the creational text would be certainly fruitless* On our 
view, however, the major texts set out to know Brahman 
that is the one impartite essence, not known by any other 
means of knowledge : as for the creational text, that is for 
teaching the impartite essence, on the principle that ‘Through 
BUperimposition and removal that which is trans-phenomenal 
is explained,’ ‘The product does not exist elsewhere than in 
the cause ; if it is not there, where could it be?’; hence there 
is no futility whatever. 

XI. Now, just as for the cognition ‘this is silver’ there 
is non-authoritativeness, since, though as cognition it has for 
its sphere the bare existence of silver, in reality it has for its 
sphere the appearance of silver (where it is not), similarly, 
(there may be illusoriness) even for the sruti derived know- 
ledge of creation ; if this be said, no ; just as in that case there 
is established a silver in the principal sense, other than the 
appearance of silver, not thus is there another creation in 
the principal sense ; hence that itself being creation in the 
principal sense, the authoritativeness of the cognition having 
that for its sphere, as of the cognition of silver in the 
principal sense, is intelligible. Nor may it be said that in 
the case of the absolutely real Brahman there is contradiction 
in its becoming of the nature of the illusory world ; for in 
the case of Devadatta there is seen through maya the 
becoming of the nature of the illusory tiger etc. Nor is there 
unintelligibility in the application of the word ‘creation’ in 
respect of an illusory product, since there is seen such usage 
as ‘This maya was created by me*. 

XII. Nor is it that there is no evidence in respect of 
the illusoriness of creation, since there exist ^ruti, smirti, 

24 
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perception, inference and presumption. Sruti and smpti in 
‘Know maya to be the material cause’ ^ and ‘My maya which 
is difiicult to transcend’^ show of creation that it is of the 
nature of indeterminable maya. Perception too, which 
apprehends the non-existence of pot etc., shows the illusori- 
ness of creation. Just as in the case of what is cognised in 
the locus of the ‘this’ in ‘This is silver’^ there is sublation as 
‘This is not silver’ even while the locus exists, similarly, in 
the case of what is cognised in the locus of the meaning of 
‘exists’ in ‘The pot exists’, sublation is seen even through 
perception in that same locus, in the form ‘(The pot) does 
not exist’. Now the denial of pot is with reference to a 
particular place or time, or to the meaning of ‘exist’ as 
conditioned by those (place and time), not with reference to 
the bare meaning of ‘exist’ : thence the existence of the pot 
in another place and time ; if this be said, no. When space 
and time are (themselves) denied, then, because of the non- 
existence of another space and time, it sbcfuld be said only of 
the bare meaning of ‘exist’ that it is the locus (of the nega- 
tion), since negation without a locus is impossible. Therefore 
since what is there settled to be the locus is possible (even) 
in the denial of pot etc., there is contingcnce of prolixity in 
assuming another locus. Nor may it be said “In this way, 
since when there is negation of the meaning of ‘exist’ there 
is no other meaning of ‘exist’, and the negation has no locus, 
there is admitted negation without a locus’’ ; for, of the 
meaning of ‘exist’, which is persistent, there is no negation. 
Therefore, perception, which makes known the non-existence 
of pot etc. in Brahman, the meaning (denotation) of ‘exist’, 
is evidence of illusoriness. 
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Xlll> In respect of him, however, who says that non- 
existence is cognised by a sixth means of knowledge, let the 
perception of each thing qualified by the non-existence of 
another or the sixth means of knowledge itself make known 
illusorinesa. 

XIV. There are stated inferences too which make that 
known. The modifications in dispute are posited in a single 
entity that is constant in them (all), since each is interpenet- 
rated by one nature and since they are (yet) different, like 
the differences of moons (reflected) in water, interpenetrated 
by the nature of the moon and posited in the moon. In order 
to remedy the (charge of) establishing the established, in 
respect of him who maintains the void, there is the word 
‘in an entity’ ; in respect of him who maintains that the form 
of cognition is posited on many objects, (there is the word) 
‘single’; in respect of him who maintains that everything is 
posited in a single momentary cognition, there is the word 
‘that is constant in them (all)’ : in order to exclude incon- 
clusiveness (of the jjroftans) in respect of trees which are 
interpenetrated by forestness, but ai’e not posited in that 
(forest), (there is the word) ‘each (is interpenetrated)’. 
Difference is posited, because of inertness, or because it is a 
product, like silver;, (and) because of difference, like the 
different moons; because it is denied in the locus of cognition, 
by such texts as ‘not gross’,^ like the notion of the body 
being the self ; because it is characterised by becoming a 
contrary effect without destroying the contrary nature of the 
cause, like an illusory tiger ; because in the stage of dissolu- 
tion, there is annihilation (of it) together with time in its 
own locus, like the notion of the body being the self. In 
order to remove the objection that there is annihilation in 
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the time of diseolution alone, not in its own locus, it is said 
‘together with time’. 

XV. There is presumption too. The origination and 
destruction of the world are unintelligible in the absence of 
illusoriness, since for Brahman and the void which are not 
illusory there are not seen origination and destruction. Nor 
may it be said Tf thus there be admitted the illusoriness of the 
world there is inferred illusoriness for Brahman-knowledge 
too as for knowledge of the world;’ for in respect of its own 
nature, illusoriness is admitted. As for the illusoriness of its 
content, that is contradicted by the (Scriptural) text ‘That is 
the true, that is the self’.^ Now by texts like ‘not gross’ there 
is taught that there is also a form other than gross etc ; but 
the gross etc. form is not denied ; therefore, the prohans 
‘being denied (by Scripture)’ is non-established. If this be 
said, no; for, negation thus is unintelligible even if it be with 
the intention to declare another form of Brahman that is in 
a relation of identity with the gross world. Truly, with the 
intention to declare abundance of milk in a white cow, one 
does not use (the expression) ‘the cow is not white’; what 
then ? (One says) ‘the cow has plenty of milk’. Therefore it 
should be admitted that only through negating the world 
that is gross etc., another form is declared. If it be said 
that, since reasoning is unsettled, there can be no inference 
of illusoriness, no ; because of the contingence of the non- 
commencement of the ^astra of inquiry. The commencement 
of the Sastra of inquiry is not indeed for the purpose of 
exhibiting reasoning determinative of the sense of sruti, but 
only for the purpose of refuting the reasoning of others; 
Brahman, however, is established by Sruti alone; if this be 
1 Cliftna., VI, viii, 7 
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said, theo, on the strength of two such texts as 'Non-existence, 
verily this was’' and ‘Existence alone, dear one, this was’ ^ 
there should be both existence and non-existence of the 
cause* If it be said that, because of the omnipotence of 
Brahman, everything is intelligible, no ; for, in that case 
there is the contingence of nullity (void-ness) too some time* 
Omnipotence, however, has to be understood only in confor- 
mity with ^ruti. And the sense of 4ruti has to be ascertained 
by reasoning conformable to it* Therefore, inference too 
that is not in conflict with 4ruti will certainly establish the 
illusoriness of the world. Nor is there conflict with the 
recurrence of the cognition ‘exists’, in ‘the pot exists’ etc* ; 
for, the existence that is recurrent is the substrate, while only 
the particulars, pot etc-, are illusory. Therefore the doctrine 
of transformation, it is established, has not the support of 
Scripture* 


XVT. And this being the case, in the i^ruti, the dual 
causality of Brahman is declared, only in the view of the 
doctrine of transfiguration (illusory manifestation). And 
though that causality, as the definition per accidens, is 
separate from Brahman, the defined, yet, because of its 
illusoriness, there is no conflict with the non-duality of the 
defined* Nor may it be said that the character of a definition 
belongs to the real alone, not to what is illusory* It is a 
a distinctive relation that is determinative of the character of 
definition, not the reality of the definition : for in the case of 
even what are real but unrelated, like the crow, there is not 
seen the character of indicating a house; while in the case of 
even what are unreal but related, like the silver, there is the 

iTaitt., II, vii, 1 
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character of defining the nacre etc., in the form ‘That which 
appeared as silver, that is nacre’. And here, though there is 
no real relation between the world and Brahman, there does 
exist a superimposed relation of identity. Therefore, by the 
causality in respect of the origination etc., of the world, 
which (causality) is an accidens, the object of the desire to 
know, vix., the nature of the pure Brahman, is defined per 
accidens, without any hindrance. Nor can pradhana etc. be 
defined by the said definition, since for them there is not 
omniscience or omnipotence, while omniscience and omnipo- 
tence are intended to be declared by the word 'whence’ 
occurring in the aphoi’ism. And this intention is obtained 
by a consideration of the produced world which is the 
denotation of the word 'this’ occurring in the aphorism. 

XVII. And this world, the disputants analyse in 
conformity with their respective teachings- It is thus. 
Those who follow the author of the VUrtiha (i. e. Kumarila 
Bhatta) (say) they are substance, quality, activity and 
generality. The ^aivas (say they are) the five, viz., the 
world, the Lord, yogic trance, the performance of ceremonial 
baths like the trisavana, and release, which are denoted 
(respectively) by the words the effect, the cause, yoga, pres- 
cription and the end of misery. The Vai^esikas (say they are) 
six, viz., substance, quality, activity, generality, particularity 
and inherence. The Ksapauakas (say they are) seven, viz., 
jiva, ajiva, asrava, saiuvara, nirjara, bondage' and release ; of 
these the denotation of the word ‘jiva’ is three-fold, the 
bound, the released and the eternally perfect ; the denotation 
of the word 'ajiva’ is four-fold, viz-, pudgalastikaya, dharma* 
stikaya, adharmastikaya, and akaSastikaya ; since through 
generating cognition it makes the human being flow towards 
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objects, sense-activity is asrava ; since it obstructs the 
channel of the current, activity in the form of calmness and 
equanimity is saiuvarab; since it exhausts merit and demerit 
without residue, through the enjoyment of happiness and 
misery, such acts as standing on a heated stone are nirjarah : 
the eight kinds of activity are bondage : constantly going 
upwards in a non-mundane ether is release. The older 
Prabhakaras (say they are) eight, viz., substance, quality, 
activity, generality, particularity, dependence, potentiality 
and niyoga (the unseen result) ; the modern (Prabhakaras) 
(say they are) eight, viz., substance, quality, activity, 
generality, inherence, potentiality, number and similarity. 
The Naiyayikas (say they are) sixteen,^ viz-, pramana, 
pram eya, doubt, fruit, examxde, final position, members (of 
the syllogism), reductio ad absurdum, ascertainment, vada^ 
jalpa, vitanda, fallacies, chala, jati, and nigrabasthana. The 
Safikhyas (say they are) twenty-five, viz., the eleven organs 
of sense and action, the five prapas," the five gross elements, 
individuation, mahat, the unmanifest and spirit. The 
Vedantins, however, relying on the two sruti texts ‘Three, 

^ Tho Niiiyayika^ admit four pramanaB (moans of valid knowlctTgo), perception, 
inference, antilogy and verbal testimony. Frameyas arc objects of knowledge 
such as substance, quality etc. Doubt (samsaya) arises when there is 
either coufnsion of qualities that are similar or conflict of opinions. Fruit 
(prayojana) is that for attaining or abandoning which one is active. 
Example (drstanta) is that about which there are no two opinions. Final 
position (siddhiinta) is the conclusion which is established through argu* 
mentation. Members of the syllogism arc five ; proposition (piatijiiH), 
probans (hetu), illustration, (udiiharana), ai^plication (upanaya) and 
conclusion (nigamana). Tarka {reductio ad ahsurdum) is reducing the 
argument of the opponent to an absurdity. Nirnaya is ascertainment, Vflda 
is debate, jalpa disputation and Vitan^a destructive criticism. Hetvabhilsas 
arc logical fallacies. Chala is quibble, jati refutation and nigrabasthana is an 
occasion for the opponent’s defeat. The Naiyayikas hold that through a 

knowledge of these sixteen categories one may attain nihi^reyasa or the 
highest good. 

* ‘pafica-prai?a’ has really no place in this scheme; it ought to be paiica* 
tanmatrapi; Cf. Yivara^a, p» 209 
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verily, is this, name, form and activity’,^ and ‘I shall create 
name and form’-^ admit three-foldness or two*foldness» 

. XVIII. And the last view stands to reason, since the 
name and form, having what is to be created for their sphere, 
enter first into the creator’s intellect; for, this is seen in 
ordinary experience, in the case of the potter etc., who desire 
to make a pot. The primal cause too creates what has entered 
its intellect through name and form, since it is a creator, like 
the potter. With this much it follows that the world is the 
product of an intelligence possessing an intellect. Nor may 
it be suspected to be a product of the jlva ; for all jivas who 
are qualified by agency and enjoyership and are of the nature 
of name and form fall within the product. Nor may there be 
a dispute about the omniscience of the cause of the world ; 
for, the world is the locus of (effects) distinctly regulated in 
respect of place, time, exciting cause, activity and fruit* The 
black antelope etc- are those produced in distinctly regulated 
places : the nighingale etc-^ are those produced at distinctly 
regulated times; the impregnation of the she-crane etc., 
occasioned by the noise of fresh thunder (i- e. thunder at the 
commencement of the rainy season), have distinctly regulated 
exciting causes ; distinctly regulated acts are the brahmins 
(alone) helping to perform sacrifice and so on ; distinctly 
regulated fruit is happiness in Brahma-loka, misery in hell ; 
thus is it (i. e. the statement about regulation) to be illus- 
trated. This kind of regulation, how can one, who is not 
omniscient, procure without confusion ? Nor may there be 
dispute about omnipotence, since the world is of the form of 

»Bvb- I.vi, 1 

aChSad , VI, ill, 2 

3Cf. the Bhfiimati, -which moutious, mote suitably, the soug of the aightiagaU; 
see p. 123 (TFH edition) 
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an arrangement that cannot even be conceived by the mind. 
Truly, the form of arrangement of even a single body, 
qualified by the articulation of a host of diverse nadis, cannot 
even be conceived by the mind; remote (is the possibility of 
conceiving the form) of the arrangement of the world. This 
kind of worldj how can one, who is not omnipotent, create? 
Thus, therefore, even by the word ‘whence’ occurring in the 
aphorism, both omniscience and omnipotence are intended to 
be declared. 

XX. And the aphorism, . which declares the definition 
per accidens, should be thus construed: ‘For this’, for the world 
that is of the kind afore-mentioned, ‘whence’ from which 
omniscient and omnipotent cause, ‘what begins with origina- 
tion’ comes about, ‘that’ cause is Brahman* 

XXT. Now in this ai^horism there is not stated the 
definition of the essential nature of Brahman. And, in the 
absence of that, essential nature is not known ; for, when, 
without declaring the pre-eminent luminosity, it is said only 
‘at the end of the bough is the moon’, the nature of the moon 
is not known- If it be said that that (nature) is declared by the 
word ‘that’ (in ‘that whence’), is it omnipotence or omnisci- 
ence? Not the first, since that is possible even in the case of 
the pradhana etc. Not the second, since that (attribute) which 
has the all for adjunct, cannot possibly be of the nature of 
pure Brahman. And omniscience is difficult to state. Is it 
omniscience through the six means of knowledge or through 
perception alone? Even on the first (alternative), there is not 
omniscience simultaneously, since perception and the rest do 
not function simultaneously. Even if there be omniscience 
(through these six means) in succession, is there immediacy 
of all or merely the cognition of all ? Not the first, since in 
25 
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the case of what are always to be inferred (e. g. primal atoms, 
adf^ta (fee.) immediacy is unintelligible. Not the second, 
because of the contingence of omniscience for us too, through 
the six means of knowledge (functioning) in sequence. 
Omniscience even through perception, is it through external 
(perception) or through mental or through witness percep- 
tion ? Not the first, since for the external senses there is no 
direct contact with objects remote in space or time ; if therp 
be indirect relation, there is contingence of omniscience for 
us too. On the second (alternative) too, is it (a) through the 
bare manas, or (b) through that as associated with an excellence 
generated by the practice of yoga, or (c) through that 
associated with the residual impressions of all contents ? (a) 
Not the first, since the bare manas has no independence (to 
function) in respect of what is external, (b) Not the second, 
since excellence can apply only to what is its (mind’s) own 
content : for, even in the case of the cat’s vision etc,, 
possession of excellence is seen only in respect of what is 
capable (of being cognised by sight, viz.) colour, (c) Not the 
third, since when there is not thednitial apprehension of ail, 
residual impression thereof is impossible. Even if residual 
impression be assumed when there is apprehension of all in 
sequence, (yet) since in the case of the endless things past, 
future, and present, the extent is undetermined, the apprehen- 
sion of all is unintelligible. Nor is there omniscience through 
perception by the witness, since for that, as for the light of a 
lamp, there is not the capacity to apprehend the past and the 
future- Therefore, there is no omniscient being. 

XXII. To this it is said (in reply). Intelligence 
reflected in the modifications of mAya, which bears the forms 
of all contents, is said to be the experience of all. And 
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because of its superimposed relation with the contents, 
omniscience in respect of the present is established. In the 
case of past contents, when there are removed the modifica- 
tions of mByO, defined by these (contents) and the experiences 
defined by these (modifications), there occur as in those like 
us, because of the residual impressions of those (experiences), 
modifications of may a which have the past for content and 
are of the form of recollections ; through experience reflected 
therein there is established omniscience even as having the 
past for content. Similarly, since even prior to creation, the 
determination of the thing to be created is seen in the potter 
etc., even the knowledge of all future contents may occur in 
dependence on the modifications of one’s own maya ; hence 
omniscience stands to reason. Nor is there no evidence in 
respect of this, since thei’e is the firnti ‘He w'ho is omni- 
scient’.' Nor is there the impossibility of its being the defi- 
nition of essential nature: for in the context of the statement 
of the definition, there is intended to be declared, by the 
word omniscient, pure intelligence alone defined per accidens 
by the capacity to manifest alb Thus, therefore, of Brahman, 
the cause of the three effects called origination, sustentation 
and destruction, the definition of essential nature too is 
established in (this) aphorism itself. 

XXIII. Though the three modifications of being, 
increase, transformation and decrease are well known as 
distinct from origination, sustentation and destruction, yet 
increase etc. are set forth only in the form ‘increase originates’, 
‘increase is sustained’, ‘increase perishes’, and not otherwise. 
Therefore, since increase etc. are included in origination etc., 
there is no separate apprehension of these by the Iword ‘fldi 

JMuntl., I, I, 9 
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occurring in the aphorism. Nor may it be said that if there 
be apprehended the six modifications of being mentioned by 
the author of the NiruJita, there is no effort (needed) to 
include (some in the others). For, then, for this statement 
of the sage (Yaska), inference etc. is not the basis, since that 
being possible even for us, that statement (of the sage) would 
be futile. Nor is perception (the basis), since of the gross 
elements, the modifications generated by Brahman are 
imperceptible in the absence of ^ruti- If it be said that only 
the modifications among the elementals are mentioned by the 
sage, then, if those be apprehended here, there would be the 
cognition that only the five gross elements, the causes of the 
elementals, are defined as Bi'ahman in the aphorism. There- 
fore, only the ^ruti-mentioned three viz., origination etc., 
should be apprehended here, ^ruti, indeed, does not require 
basic evidence, in which case there would be the alleged 
defect. Therefore, whatever has origination, whether element 
or elemental, as the primal cause of alKthat, the sruti -declared 
Brahman alone is understood to have been defined. 

XXIV. Now, even thus, in the aphorism, let there be 
indicated only the origination declared in firuti, since the 
sense stated is established with this much alone ; if this be 
said, no : for, sustentation and dissolution are (mentioned) for 
the purpose of excluding the doubt of mere efficient causality. 
Sustentation and dissolution are not indeed possible in what 
is not the material cause, but is merely the efficient cause. 
Though origination, sustentation and dissolution are 
mentioned even by the author of the Nirukta, yet the fact 
that the aphorism is based on ilruti need not be assumed 
through his statement ; for, the aphorisms have directly the 
purport of ascertaining the sense of sruti. Otherwise, in the 



V, xxv’xxvil 


FIFTH VAEHAKA 


419 


aphorisms to be stated, statements of sages alone would be 
cited and (their meaning) ascertained. Therefore, only the 
origination, sustentation and destruction mentioned in the 
4ruti text ‘That, verily, whence these beings are born’^ etc. 
are directly mentioned in the aphorism, and their cause. 
Brahman, is defined. 

XXV. Now, how is there causality for Brahman ? Is it 
that Brahman abandoning the earlier form is transformed 
into another form ? Or does it transfigure itself without 
abandoning (the earlier form)? On the first, subsequent to 
creation, there would be destruction of Brahman of the form 
of knowledge and bliss- If then that Brahman transformed 
in the form of the world, should again at the stage of dissolu- 
tion be transformed into Brahman that is knowledge and 
bliss, even thus, because of that Brahman being of such a 
nature as will be transformed again into the form of the 
world, thei'e is the contingence of non-release. Nor is the 
creational text evidence in respect of transformation ; for 
that (text) which is exhausted with (declaring) creation alone, 
is indifferent in respect of the abandonment or non-abandon- 
ment of the earlier form. Nor is any other text possible in 
respect of transformation, since in ‘The unborn self, the 
great, the firm,’ there is mentioned, by the word ‘firm’, 
immutability opposed to transformation. And the immuta- 
bility of Brahman is intelligible because of partlessness. 

XXVI. Now, even the pai'tless is certainly transformed. 
It is thus. The transformation into necklet etc., occurring 
in gold, leads indirectly to the (transformation of the) primal 
atom, since it exists in the parts, like conjunction. Conjunc- 
tion, indeed, inherent in a part of the whole, is well know’O 


iTaitt., Ill, i 
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to have indirectly for antecedent the conjunction of the 
partlesB primal atom. 

XXVII(a). Here, it shonld be asked, ‘what is this 
transformation?’ (1) Like the lump of clay coming to have the 
form of a pot» is transformation the increase of parts through 
one’s own parts coming to have a conjunction other than 
the earlier conjunction ? (2) Or like milk becoming curd 
through the conjunction with the parts of the buttermilk 
poured (into the milk), is it the increase of parts through the 
conjunction with other parts ? (3) Or like the ageing of the 
young is it (the attainment of) a different state? (4) Or is it a 
change, like the stick becoming a post ? (5) Or like the atom 
becoming a dyad through conjunction with another atom, is 
it the conjunction with another thing ? (6) Or is it motion, 
like water becoming a river? (7) Or like the difference in 
colour of a ripe fruit, is it the rise of another quality? (8) Or 
is it the origination of another sdbstance associated with the 
material cause ? 

XX'VII(b). Neither the first nor the second, since that 
kind of transformation is unintelligible in the case of the 
partlesS’ 

XXVIIfc). Nor the third and the fourth ; for, in that 
case, when there is transformation in the form of the world, 
becoming Brahman again being unintelligible, there is the 
contingence of non-release ; the old man does not indeed ever 
become a youth ; nor does the post grow into the form of a 
tree : if it be said that in some places even the growing again 
is seen, then for release too if there be the nature of being 
thus transformed again, non-eternality would be difficult to 
avoid. 
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XXVIKtl). Nor the fifth nor the sixth nor tho seventh^ 
because of the over-extengiveness of the definition of trans- 
formation; for in the ether that is conjoined to another thiny, 
in the bee that moves about, and in the cloth wherein 
redness has appeared, there is not the cognition of the 
transformation of substance. 

XXVII(e)* Nor the eighth ; for though the whole be so 
transformed, the transformation of the parts is difficult to 
state. Is it that the parts of gold are transformed into the 
form of the necklet, or into the form of another substance 
utilised in the necklect, or into the form of another state 
utilised in the necklet? Neither the second nor the third, since 
other than the necklet, there is not seen any other substance 
or state utilised therein- Nor the first, since the necklet is 
the product of the whole : and if it were the product of the 
parts there is the contingence of the creationist doctrine. 
Nor is there the unintelligibility of tho parts persisting in 
the necklet, since that is intelligible through the channel of 
the whole. Nor, in the absence of change in the loci, the 
parts, is change unintelligible in the located, the whole: for, 
origination and destruction, which are certainly non-existent 
in the primal atom, are seen in the dyad. If it be said that 
the (aforesaid) character (of non-e.sistence in the whole if not 
existent in the parts) belongs to attributes other than origi- 
nation and destruction, no ; for, the generality ' potness 
which is certainly non-existent in the potsherd, is inherent’ 
in the pot. If it be said that in the absence of a change of 
state for the pervaders, the parts, a change of state for the 
pervaded, the whole, is unintelligble, no ; for, though there 
is no change of state for the pervaders, generality and 
quality, that (change) is seen in the substance pervaded. Or 
let there (even) be transformation of the parts; even then, 
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since it is prompted by the transformation of the whole, that 
is not an illustration of the transformation of Brahman. 
There is not indeed anything which has Brahman as a part 
and undergoes transformation, as prompted by which there 
may be transformation of Brahman. Because of partlessness 
there is not the establishment of Brahman’s transformation 
even through the example of the whole (which is transformed). 

XXVIII. As for (the statement that thei’e is) transfor- 
mation like the conjunction of the partless, here too, is it 
stated of the perceptible conjunction of the whole that it is 
inherent in the primal atoms? Or is it assumed to be pre- 
ceded by the conjunction of primal atoms ? Not the first, 
because of the contingence of imperceptibility, as of the 
colour etc., present in the primal atom. Not the second, 
since like the inherence of the generality ‘ potness ’, con- 
junction (too) is intelligible in respect of the whole itself. 
As for the persistence of the parts in the conjunction, that 
is otherwise explained through the channel of the whole. 
If it be said that, because of the contingence of pervasion 
of the entirety if conjunction be present in the whole, the 
existence (of that) is in the parts alone, then, because of the 
impossibility of conjunction among wholes, the threads, there 
is the contingence of the non-production of cloth. As for 
pervasion of the entirety, that, in respect of the Logician, is 
to be answered by the example of conjunction of primal 
atoms, which does not exist in the parts ; in respect of others, 
sound existing in the ether is to be cited as an example. 
Therefore, not by the example of conjunction is it possible 
to infer the tranformation of the partless. 

XXIX. Now, how is there the partlessness of Brahman, 

whereby transformation could be refuted ? We say that it 
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is because having parts is dithcult to state and because of 
6ruti- If it have parts, is there self-luminosity for both the 
parts and the'^ whole, or for either alone ? On the first, since 
either is not the content of the other, by no one will the 
possession of parts be cognised. On the second, there is 
not the establishment of the relation of part and whole 
between them, any more than between pot and the self. 
6ruti too in ‘ Having no parts, having no activity, calm’ ^ 
states the non-existence of activity and parts. If it be said 
that activity too, like controlling, is declared by ^ruti, then, 
let there be the distinction that in reality there is non- 
activity and that through maya there is the possession of 
activity : for, there is the determinative text ‘ (He) takes on 
many forms through mayas (and) because, through the 
experience of the human goal by the non-active intelligence 
in sleep, it is intelligible that non-activity is real. Nor is 
there no argument for Brahman’s activity being of the nature 
of maya, since illusoriness is intelligible because of fruitless- 
ness as in dream activity. Thus, therefore, the partless 
Brahman is not transformed, but is transfigured; this 
second view is to be admitted. On this view too, since 
Brahman, that docs not abandon its earlier form, is changeless, 
there should be admitted some other thing that is changed 
into the world of waking experience. Is that maya or 
something else ? Not something else, since, whatever is 
other than Brahman and maya being a product, causality is 
impossible (for it). 


XXX. On the maya-view too, is (1) intelligence denoted 
by the word maya, following the nomenclature ‘ maya ig 

^vet.,VI. 19 
8Brh., II, V, 19 
26 
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intelligence, similarly intellect’, (2) or spells, drugs etc., because 
of what is well known (by that name) to tho vulgar, (3) or 
else some absolutely real potency of an inert nature (posited) 
by one considering himself learned, (4) or an indeterminable 
potency following such sAstra as ‘There was no non-reality’ 
etc. ? (1) On the first too, the character of mSya is 

not possible for intelligence of the nature of Brahman- 
intelligence as stated in such scriptural texts as ‘ Intelligence 
(prajSa) is established’, ‘Intelligence (prajhanam) is Brahma’*: 
for, in such 4astra as ‘Again, at the end, there is the removal 
of the world-maya,’^ ‘This (maya) is divine and constituted 
of the gunas’®, ‘Being deprived of their knowledge by maya,’^ 
there are predicated of maya removability, constitution by 
the gunas and obscuration of intelligence, while this is 
impossible in tho case of intelligence. Nor does the character 
of maya belong to prajila of the nature of intellect, stated 
in the nomenclature dhi, prajSa, semusi, matil.i (all meaning 
‘intellect’) ; for, material causality is impossible in the case 
of the intellect. Not the second; foi*, in ordinary experience, 
the word ‘maya’ is not used in respect of spoils, drugs etc. 
What then ? In respect of their products, the/afa morgana 
etc-, which are sublated. Not the third, since there is no 
evidence for an absolutely real potency. On the fourth 
too, is that indeterminable maya the material cause of the 
world or the (eflicient) cause in the origination of the world ? 
This should be distinguished. Here, because of the sruti 
text ‘Know maya to be the material cause’® material causality 

I Alt., V, 8 
26 vet., 1, 10 
8GI», vn, 14 
4Glta, VlII, 16 
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stands to reason. Nor is the word ‘prakyti’ to be explained - 
as an instrument, by the etymology * created through this 'j 
for, its conventional sense is material cause and the con- 
ventional sense is the stronger. If it be said that there is 
instrumentality (alone), because of the express use of the 
instrumental (case) in ‘Indra through his mRySs’ ^ etc-, no 
for, instumentality is declared there only in respect of the. 
self being manifold- And with that much where is the harm 
in being the material cause of the world ? By the ablative 
in ‘ From the self ether originated’^ material causality is 
declared of the self ; therefore, milyil is not the material 
cause; if this be said, no ; for, the ablative is possible even 
in respect of the efiicient cause- Nor may it be said ‘ Let. 
mays itself be the efficient cause’, since in the form of 
inertness .there is persistence of maya in (the effect) the 
world- If it be said that the self too is persistent in the 
form of reality or in the form of manifestation^ thus then, 
let the self and maya be both the material cause. And thus, 
because of over-pervasiveness in respect of maya, the pure 
Brahman is not established by the definition of causality in 
respect of the origination etc. of the world- 

XXXI. To this it is said (in reply) : since for a single 
product two reciprocally independent material causes are 
impossible, it should be said that by combining maya and 
Brahman there is one material cause. Of this three ways 
are possible- Like the two conjoined strands in the case of 
the rope, both are the material cause of the world, in a 
relation of equal primacy. Here Brahman serves in respect 
of the elements of reality and manifestation ; maya, 
however, in respect of the elements of inertness and change : 


*Brh., II, V, 19 
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thus say some. On the strength of the 4rati text ' the 
potency of the divine self’^, the potency called mSyS is alone 
the material cause ; since potency is invariably dependent on 
the potent) material cansality presumptively leads even tb 
Brahman that possesses the potency: thus say others. Since, 
for the superimposed mftya, there is not in reality any exis- 
tence other than the existence of the substrate, Brahman, 
though material causality may belong directly to mftya alone, 
for Brahman too, as its substrate, material causality cannot 
be avoided : thus say yet others. On the first view, material 
causality in the principal sense belongs to Brahman qualified 
by mftyft ; on the second and third, however, it belongs to 
mftyft alone. On all three views material causality is only 
figurative in the case of the pure Brahman, Of these, 
causality of the world is the definition of essential nature 
in the case of the material cause in the principal sense ; but 
in the case of the figurative material cause it is the defini- 
tion per accidens. That being the case, what is it that is 
over-pervasive of mftyft — that which is considered to be the 
definition of essential nature or that which is (considered 
to be) the definition per accidens ? Not the first, since 
mftyft falls within what is to be defined. Not the second, 
since causality of the world does not exist in mftyft in the 
form of definition per accidens- Therefore there is the 
establishment of the pure Brahman, through the definition 
per accidens in the form of causality of the world and 
through definition of essential nature in the form of 
knowledge, bliss etc. 

XXXII. Now, material causality of the earth etc., is 
not the definition of Brahman, since no origin is seen of 
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the earth etc- ; nor is material causality of pot etc* (the 
definition), since pot etc. are products of the earth etc. 
If this be said, not so. What are in dispute — earth, water, 
fire and air — are originated, since they are the spheres of 
the cognitions of earth, water, fire, and air (respectively), 
like what are admitted (to be originated), viz., parts of earth, 
water, fire and air. Ether, time, space etc. are originated, 
since they are differentiated, like pot etc. Now there is 
counter-inference: earth etc. are not originated, since they 
are gross elements, like ether ; and ether is not originated, 
since it is a partless substance, like the self. If this be said, 
not so : for ‘being the sphere of the cognition of earth ’, 
which has a specific nature for content, is stronger than 
t\i6 prohans ‘ being a gross element ’ which has a generality 
for content. That has been said by the Bhattacarya : ‘Just 
as of the teaching of the general there is sublation by that 
(teaching) which has the specific for content, similarly there 
is sublation of one inference by another inference’. In the 
inference of the non-origination of ether, there is conflict 
with sruti: and the example is devoid of the prohanst since 
in the self that is quality-less, there is no sul)stance-nesB, 
consisting in the possession of qualities. Therefore mate- 
rial causality, in respect of the entire originated world of 
earth etc., is the definition of Brahman. 

XXXIII. Now, the disputants dispute about the mate- 
rial cause of the world. It is thus. All the modifications 
in dispute have for material cause the generality of happiness, 
misery and delusion, since they are of a nature constantly 
accompanied thereby ; those which are accompanied by 
the nature of something have that (thing) for the material 
cause, like basin etc-, which are accompanied by (the 
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nature of) clay and have clay for their material cause. 
Similarly, all the modifications in dispute have a single 
undifferentiated material cause, since they are limited, mul- 
tiple and modifications, like basin etc. Thus the SaUkbyas 
infer the pradhRna as the material cause of the world. The 
produced substance in dispute is produced by what is smaller 
in size than its own si^e, since it is a produced substance, 
like a cloth : thus primal atoms are postulated by those who 
maintain them. Every product is preceded by non-existence, 
since it has a prior state, which while being capable (of being 
cognised) is not cognised, unlike the self assumed by the 
others : thus those who maintain the void declare the void 
(as the material cause). The Yogas and the 6aivas, on the 
strength of the revelations belonging to them, declare Hirau* 
yagarbha and Pasupati (respectively). 

XXXIV. (All) this does not stand to reason. Between 
happiness etc., which are internal and pot etc., which are 
externa), difference being perceptually cognised, the probans 
‘being accompanied by the generality of happiness, misery 
and delusion ’ is non-establisbed. Modifications like pot are 
of the nature of happiness, misery and delusion> since in the 
mind, the adjunct that manifests them, they are the cause of 
the appearance of the forms of happiness etc., just as that 
which causes in the adjunct, the mirror, an appearance in 
the form of a face is the proto-type whose nature is the 
face: thus, there is the establishment of the probans- If this 
be said, no ; for in that case for him who cognises one thing 
alone, there is the contingence of the simultaneous cognition 
of the three, happiness etc. If it be said that because of unr 
seen potency there is cognition of one (alone), no; for, the 
(;>apacity of things cannot be controlled by unseen potency ; 
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truly, a stone docs not become soft because of unseen 
potency. For unseen potency, though there is not the func* 
tion of controlling the capacities of things, there certainly 
exists the function of controlling cognition ; if this be said, 
even thus, ihe probans ‘being accompanied by the generality 
of happiness etc.’ is inconclusive; for in the case of substances 
accompanied by qualities like whiteness and generality like 
potness, it is not seen that they have those for material 
cause. Limitedness too, if produced by (other) things, 
is inconclusive in respect of the pradhana and spirit, 
which are eternal (though each limiting the other) : if pro- 
duced by space and time, thei’e is inconclusiveness in respect 
of pot, snow, hail, which are perceptually seen to have different 
material causes. Hereby arc explained (away) the two (other) 
probans, being multiple and being modifications. And being 
a produced substance (in the Logician’s inference) is in- 
conclusive in respect of the rope substance, which is produced 
by two long and broad silk cloths, but is contracted (to 
smaller dimensions by the twisting). If then (it be said that) 
other than the conjunction of the two silks there is nothing 
else called the rope-substance, even thus, that (original argu- 
ment) is affected by counter-inference; for there is the 
counter-syllogism: ‘The dyad in dispute is produced by 
what has parts, since it has parts, like the pot. ’ Even for 
him who maintains the void, the probans is non -established, 
since clay, the prior state of the pot, is perceptually cognised. 
As for the revelations of the Yogas and the i^aivas, they are 
non-authoritative because of conflict with the Veda- 

XXXV. Now, though the disputants’ means of know- 
ledge be unintelligible, the objects of knowledge (as set out 
by them) are not unintelligible; indeed, merely because of 
{affliction of the sense of sight, it is not seen that there 



430 VlVARA^IArBAMBYASAiiaBAaA [V, XXXV 

is abandonment of what is to be seen — colour etc. If this 
be said, no; for, even the objects of knowledge, according 
to the others, are diOicnlt to demonstrate. Is pradhAna the 
cause of the world, merely as such, or as ' controlled by 
Isvara ? Not the first, since in the case of the non-intelligent, 
distinctly regulated creation is unintelligible. On the second 
too, if that l4vara is established by 4ruti, there is the contin* 
gence of the B rahman -doctrine ; if known by inference, 
then even by the example of the potter etc., there would be 
the possession of limited knowledge and capacity. Then (it 
may be said), since there is no multiplicity as of the potter &c., 
there is one omniscient creator of the world, and for him omni- 
science and omnipotence result by presumption. Even thus, 
undue extension cannot be avoided thus : 'The world in 
dispute is originated from the jiva and l^vara, since it is a 
product, like the pot’. Since through the channel of unseen 
potency there is creatorship of the world for the jIva too, 
that is a contingence of the acceptable ; if this be said, then, 
in order that there may be difference from pot etc., in respect 
of the earth etc., there is the contingence of three agents. 
As for the void, since that is indefinable, there is not even 
the possibility of its being the material cause of the world, 
since the world is interpenetrated by reality. If it be said 
that the interpenetration by reality is a delusive assumption, 
even thus, since on the view of you, who hold (the doctrine 
of) residueless destruction, there is no residual impression of 
the previous aeon, there would not be the rule that the 
present aeon is similar to that; and thence results the 
destruction of the empirical usage about activity, its fruit 
and the means of knowledge thereof. Since in the case of 
ritual acts (karmas) performed in the desire to become divine 
beings etc>, possessing special configurations, there is not 
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originated in another aeon that kind of divine or other form, 
there is the destruction of karma. In the sruti there is 
declared as fruit for him who is absolutely meritorious that, 
after having enjoyed heaven to the end of that aeon, there is 
birth in another aeon as preceded by remembrance of the 
earlier birth ; and that fruit, since there is no residual 
impression in residueless destruction, would not be possible. 
Similarly, when there is residuelesss destruction of the earlier 
Veda, since dharma is not knowable by any other means, 
and since human beings are incapable of creating new words 
having that (dharma) for sphere, the means of knowledge in 
respect of dharma would also be destroyed. And if that be 
admitted, in the same way there would be destruction even of 
what are acceptable to them as activity, its fruit and the 
means of knowledge thereof. 


X5CXVI. The Barhaspatya thinks that every product is 
originated by its very nature* He is to be asked, ‘Is it meant 
that each is its own cause ? Or is it originated without a 
cause ?’ Not the first, because of self-dependence. On the 
second, there would be simultaneous existence and non- 
existence of the pot, since there is no dependence on a cause 
that effects sequence. Then you may think : ‘On your view 
too, if the effecting of sequence be natural to that cause, that 
is the (acceptance of the) doctrine of nature if there be need 
for another cause, there is the contingence of infinite regress; 
even if through difference in time there be admitted of that 
(cause) itself states which effect sequence, if that temporal 
sequence be natural, that is the doctrine of nature ; if there 
be need of another cause, there is infinite regress’* That is 
unsound. By this deduction of infinite regress, is it declared 
of the capacity of things that there is no dependence on 

127 
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another cause, or that, when there is the capacity for things, 
the following up of another cause is futile i The first is 
certainly admitted. On the second too* is it said (a) that the 
dependence on another cause is not cognised, or (b) that 
though cognised it is dillicult to demonstrate? (a) Not the 
first, because of conflict with perception ; for, in the case of 
the potter producing the pot, the dependence on the staff, 
wheel etc., is established by perception, (b) Not the second ; 
for to him who maintains the indeterminability of alb 
difliculty of demonstration is an ornament (not a defect). For 
him who thinks that the four elements alone are real, that 
perception is the one means of valid knowledge, and that the 
doctrine of nature is alone the absolute truth, if a probans be 
mentioned in respect of the sense there premised, there is the 
contingence of (change) having a cause ; and if it be not 
mentioned there is non-establishment of the sense premised. 
And if the cognition alone be resorted to (without attempt at 
demonstration), there is the contingence of the doctrine of 
indeterminability. 

XXXVII. Thus, therefore, the possibility of the causa- 
lity of anything else being refuted, by elimination, only 
what is declared by us, the omniscient, omnipotent Isvara, is 
the cause ; this kind of argumentation too is to be understood 
to have been indicated by this same aphorism, whether by 
tantra’^ or by repetition. And when by such argumentation 
there is the possibility of Brahman as above declared, it is 

1 What is called tantra conHists in a eingle Bubsidiary, the performance of 
which is prompted by the injunctions of more than one principal, being equally 
subservient to all the principals. In the case of the foro-sacrifico etc., promp- 
ted by the full-moon rites declared in the three texts ‘The flgneya on eight 
potsherds,’ ‘He performs the upamsu sacrifice at intervals’, ‘The agnisomiya is 
on eleven potsherds,’ there is, even by their performance once alone, subser- 
vi^uoe W (lU tb€ three prmoipals. 
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possible later to establish that (Brahman) through revelation. 
As they say : ‘When what is premised is (shown to be) 
possible, that proposition may be established by proiaws ; of 
that (however) which is destroyed even at its rise, there is no 
saving by means of proftaws.’ 

XXXVIII. Now, TSvara as above declared is established 
even by inference; what (is the need) of the two — argumen- 
tation and revelation ? Nor may it be said that when there is 
revelation the effort to infer is futile, since revelation, like 
‘That whence, verily’^ etc., is a restatement of the thing 
established by inference. And inference is to be thus applied: 
the world in dispute has a creator who knows all, e. g. the 
material cause, the accessory etc., since it is a product, like a 
house; this is said by the Vaif^egikas. If this be said, no; for, 
in the form, ‘The world in dispute has many creators or 
has a non-omniscient creator’, undue extensiveness too may 
similarly be easily established. The capacities for cognition 
and lordship increasing in degree terminate somewhere, since 
they are properties that increase, like size; thus say the 
Sankhyas and Yogas. If this be said, no : for, in the case 
of those who maintain that there is no Ifivara, it (the 
inference) is an establishment of the established in respect of 
(minor) deities etc. Even in establishing termination in that 
which possesses capacity for cognition and lordship in respect 
of all things, there is inconclusiveness (of theproia?»s) in 
respect of weight, attachment, aversion, misery etc. The 
fruit of karma as merit and demerit is dispensed by him who 
knows that fruit etc , since it is the fruit of karma, like the 
fruit of service : thus infer the Naiyayikas. If this be urged, 
no; because it is an establishment of the established even 
with (the admission of) deities etc, 

'Taitt., Ill, i 
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XXXIX. Therefore, it is only the argumentation which 
has been said by us to be an auxiliary, as the cause of the 
cognition of possibility, that the Vaifiesikas etc., because of 
ignorance, consider as inference* Truly, argumentation 
itself is not inference. The semblance of pervasion, the 
semblance of non-intelligibility (otherwise) and the exhibition 
of an illustration alone — these three, as generating the 
cognition of possibility, are said to be argumentation ; that 
which has a non-inconsistent pervasion and gives certitude 
about the thing is inference. Therefore, in the case of the 
syllogisms of the Vai^egikas and others, though defective 
as inference, there is no conflict in their possession of the 
character of argumentation, as stated by us, as being the 
cause of the cognition of possibility in respect of the Brah- 
man established by sruti. Thus, then, it is only what is 
considered to be inference by the Yai^egikas and others that, 
by way of argumentation, is mentioned in the aphorism 
about what begins with origination, as giving certitude 
about Brahman ; if this be said, (no) ; for even if from bare 
inference there be established the existence of a cause, since 
Brahman’s nature, as reality, knowledge etc., is not estab- 
lished in the absence of revelation, the purport of the 
aphorism is only the stringing together of revelation. The 
revealed texts indeed are cited by the aphorisms to be men- 
tioned and ascertained in respect of their purport : for, the 
intuition of Brahman is dependent on ascertaining, through 
priciples conforming to verbal testimony, that the purport 
of the Vedanta texts is Brahman. Truly, in the case of the 
Yai^egikos etc., who would ascertain through inference and 
other such means of valid knowledge, there is not seen 
Brahman-realisation. Nor does it stand to reason that for 
the non-personal (^ruti), inference, which is personal, is the 
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basis. Nor may it be said that thus there would be no need 
for inference at all ; for in order to strengthen the sense 
of ^ruti, there is need of reasoning not in conflict with 
Sruti. In ‘The learned man, the wise one etc., the help- 
fulness of the human intellect to revelation is admitted by 
firuti itself. Otherwisei Brahman being known even by 
study (adhyayana of the Veda), the restrictive injunction as 
to instruction by a teacher in ‘ That person, who has a pre- 
ceptor, knows’"'* would be futile. For, the preceptor, through 
illustrations conforming to ^ruti, generates strength of 
cognition in the pupils. And that strength of cognition, 
being of the form of reflection, is the cause of realisation. 
That, indeed, is reflection, which consists in the bringing 
about of strength to the cognition gained from druti, through 
the argumentation of the preceptor and through one’s own 
argumentation. And that reflection is the cause of realis- 
ation is established by the i5ruti ‘is to be reflected on*®. 

XL. Now, in the inquiry into dharma, Veda, smytis, 
epics and puraxias, these alone are the evidence, not inference 
etc. There too, there are causes of ascertainment) viz., 
express statement, capacity, sentence, context, place and 
name. A word that has no need of another word (for its 
significance) is ‘express statement’. The inseparable relation 
of a declared sense with another sense is ‘ capacity ’. Words, 
which possess reciprocal expectancy, juxtaposition and 
competency, constitute a ‘sentence’. That which is the capa- 
city of two sentences and has for content what is stated after 
the commencement (of something) is the ‘context’. In the 

iChand., VI, xiv, 3 
^Ch&Dd., VI, xiv, 2 
3BTb,, II, iv, 6 
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case of word-senses in a sequence, the relation according to 
the sequence with (other) word-senses in a sequence is ‘place*. 
Similarity of appellation is ‘name*. By these alone let there 
be the ascertainment of Brahman too. If this be said, no ; 
for, in the desire to know Brahman there is need even of 
argumentation and experience. The need of argumentation 
has already been established. What is called experience is 
a particular psychosis of the internal organ whose fruit is 
Bi'ahman-intuition. And without this, the expectancy of 
knowledge does not cease. Nor may it be suspected that 
Brahman’s nature is incapable of being experienced, since, 
like pot etc., it is an existent thing. The Brahman-text in 
dispute generates cognition culminating in the fruit without 
the need of experience, since it is a text of the Veda that is 
a means of valid knowledge, like the text about dharma : if 
this be said, no ; for, it (the inference) is affected by having 
as adjunct ‘ having for content what is incapable of being 
experienced’ : truly, dharma, that is to be accomplished by 
performance, is not capable of being experienced prior to the 
performance, at the time of knowing the texts. Performance, 
however, even in the absence of experience, is established 
even from the knowledge through verbal testimony ; hence 
the experience of dharma is certainly not needed. 

XLI. Now, besides the capacity to be experienced and 
the need to be exx^erienced, there is no other difference of 
Brahman from dharma ; on the contrary, being the object 
of knowledge through the Veda is certainly common (to 
both) ; therefore, let there not be even the difference made 
by experience ; if this be said, no ; for between dharma and 
Brahman, what is to be done and what exists, there exists 
considerable difference such as dexiendence and non-depen- 
dence on a person. In ordinary experience, Devadatta goes 
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on horse back or does not go or goes on foot : thus, in the 
doing, not doing or doing otherwise of what is to be done, 
dependence is seen on a person. Similarly, in the Veda too, 
doing and not doing are declared in ‘In the atiratra, one 
uses the sixteenth ©up’, ‘In the atiriltra one does not use the 
sixteenth cupV doing and doing otherwise (are declared) in ‘ He 
offers oblation after sunrise’ and ‘He offers oblation before 
sunrise’; there are prescriptions and prohibitions in ‘Hois 
to sacrifice with the jyotistoma’, ‘Do not eat the flesh of any 
animal struck with a poisoned weapon’; there, is option at 
will in ‘ He is to sacrifice with rice grains or with barley ’: 
there is combination of the six sacrifices (constituting the 
DarsapUrpamasa) ; there are general rule and exception in 
‘ Injure not any living being’ and ‘ He is to kill the agni- 
gomlya animal’; there is sublation of the bavhis consisting 
of kusa, tranf erred from the model rite, by the barhis con- 
sisting of Sara, taught in the modelled rite;^ practice of the 
narista-homas belonging to the model rite in combination 
with the upahomas of the modelled rite is supplementation;'’ 
there is diffei'entitated option through differences of the section 
of the Veda (to which one belongs) in ‘ He offers oblation 
after sunrise’ and ‘He offers oblation before sunrise’. Not 
thus in the case of the existent Brahman would there be the 
possibility of dependence on a person, prescription, prohi- 
bition, option at will, combination, general rule, exception, 
sublation, supplementation, differentiated option etc. If it be 
said that even in respect of an existent thing there is option 
in the form ‘post or man’, no; for this which, as 
dependent on human desire, is not dependent on the thing 
iSee Koto to the BhSmati, p 379 (TPH) 

«FM,X.iv,8 
X, Iv, 1 
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is invalid. In ‘The woman, verily, 0 Gautama, is fire’' etc., 
scriptural contemplation, which is certainly dependent on 
human desire and not dependent on the thing, is cognised 
as valid; if this be said, no, since that has for sphere what 
is to be done. Even then, since the existent thing is 
dependent on valid knowledge, and since valid knowledge is 
dependent on the desire (will) of the cognising person, the 
thing too comes to be dependent on a reason; if this be said, 
no; though there be human desire, valid cognition is not 
seen in ‘This is silver’, where the thing (silver) is non-existent; 
and, in the case of the tiger etc-, there is the contrary (of 
what is desired). Therefore, of valid cognition having the 
existent for its sphere, the thing itself is the principal 
determinant- This being the case, since Brahman-knowledge 
too, whose sphere is existent, is but dependent on the thing, 
not even through the channel of knowledge is there the 
dependence of Brahman on a person- Therefore, in the 
case of Brahman, which is wholly different from dharma, 
and is existent, the need for argumentation and experience 
stands to reason. 

Xtill- Now, since Brahman, as an existent thing, like 
pot etc., is the sphere of other means of knowledge, let the 
sphorism about what begins with origination be only for 
the purpose of introducing an inference; if this be said, not 
so. Brahman is not to be known through perception by one 
who knows not the Vedanta, since it is devoid of colour 
etc. Inference too, is it (based) on the general pervasion 
that whatever is a product has a cause or the particular 
pervasion that whatever is a product has Brahman for the 
cause ? Not the first, since with that much Brahman is not 

i^httud., V, vUi, 1 
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established? On the second too, if Bfahman be a content 
of the senses, there is futility of the inference; if not a 
content thereof, there is non-establishment of the appre- 
hension of pervasion. 

XLIII. Now this being the case, Brahman would not 
be the sphere even of argumentations, which live under the 
shadow of inference. True it is thus. Yet, argumentations 
are the causes of the cognition of possibility in respect of 
Brahman to be known from verbal testimony. It is thus. 
Since, by the examples of clay etc-, it is demonstrated that 
there is no product different from the material cause, non- 
duality is made possible; by the example of the redness in 
the crystal, the imposedness of agency etc., on the self (is 
made possible); by the example of the reflection, the oneness 
of the jiva and Brahman (is made possible); by the example 
of the rope-snake, the non-existence of independence for the 
world as different from Brahman (is made possible); by the 
example of pot- ether, (there is made possible), through the 
channel of being unattached, (Brahman) being the pure, 
non-dual, inner self; by the example of the red hot axe, 
(there is made possible) the reality of the oneness of the jiva 
and Brahman. And thus, Just as for statements of prescri- 
ption and prohibition there are eulogistic or condemnatory 
arthavSdas. needed for the causing of appetition or desistence, 
the reasonings mentioned in the sruti attain the status of 
arthav&das making out the possibility, that is needed by the 
statement of the nature (of Brahman), in order to culminate 
in its fruit: otherwise they would be purposeless. Therefore, 
the aphorism is only for the purpose of exhibiting the 
Vedanta text as preceded by the (mention of the) argumen- 
tation that is helpful. 

2a 
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XLIV. Now. since, in all Vedic .'statements the word 
‘Brahman’ is not established (as to its meaning), that word is 
not capable of intimating its own sense as the subject quali- 
fied or as the qualification in a sentence-sense; therefore, what 
is that Vedanta text which is intended to be indicated in the 
aphorism? It is said (in reply). Though the sense of the word 
‘Brahman’ which is of the nature of reality, knowledge, 
infinite bliss and is the inner self, be not established, (yet) 
since mere ‘brahmatva (greatness),’ which is of the nature of 
the sense of brh) is established, it is possible to cognise the 
distinctive Brahman by the re-statement of that and on the 
strength of the reciprocal relation among words like ‘truth’; 
hence the text ‘truth’ etc., has for purport the declaration of 
the nature of Brahman, by way of definition. Nor may it be 
said that, since what is established by another means of 
knowledge is the definition, if ‘truth’ etc. too be the defini- 
tion, there is the contingence of that text being a re-state- 
ment of what is established by another means of knowledge: 
for, though presumptively a definition, it is directly the 
means of knowledge, as giving knowledge of Brahman not 
known by any other means of knowledge. The text, however, 
is to be construed in disregard of the sequence of study in 
one’s own Veda, thus ; ‘That whence the ether originates, 
that is the self ’, ‘(that is) Brahman (which) is truth, know- 
ledge, infinitude ;’ for causality, which is well known, is that 
which is to be restated, on the principle that restating the well- 
known the unknown is declared. Other Upanisadic texts too 
are to be thus construed as declaring Brahman. This being 
the case, the text begining with ‘Bhrgu, the son of Varuna’,' 
and ending with ‘that is Brahman’ is the citation for two 
aphorisms (the Ist and the 2nd); of this too, from ‘Bb|*gu’ 
-Jlaitt. Ill, i. 1 
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up to ‘seek to know that’ belongs to the first aphorism, since 
what are to be declared in that aphorism, the eligibility and 
the need to obtain certain knowledge, are understood from 
that citation ; leaving out 'seek to know that’, what begins 
with ‘That, verily, whence’ and ends with ‘That is Brahman’ 
is the citation for the second aphorism, since oneness of sense 
is understood for these two, the aphorism and the text* 

XLV* Now, in respect of the cause of the world, there 
is cognition of multiplicitj'. too, since the fasi'Z-suffix in 
‘yatah (whence)’ is mentioned in the case of both the plural 
and the singular ; and thus, by the restatement of that, how 
can there be declared here the non-dual Brahman ? It is said 
(in reply): because of the rest of the text ‘whereby, being born’ 
etc*, the f/T.sif-suffix is determined to have for content the 
singular alone ; and that suffix gives valid knowledge of the 
oneness of the cause* Though in ‘whence’ there is the 
character of a restatement for the stem-sense, the mere cause 
of the world, because of (that) being established even by 
inference, yet since oneness, the meaning of the suffix, is not 
established by any other means of knowledge, there is no 
conflict in the suffix giving valid knowledge* Now, here, is 
oneness the definition or the defined or something else? On 
the first, the two-fold definition, causality and oneness in 
respect of Brahman, would be futile. On the second and 
third, however, there is the contingence of sentence-split, 
because of there being declared two, viz-, oneness and what is 
called Brahman. If this be said, not so* On the first, since 
causality is the definition per accidens and oneness is the 
definition of essential nature, both are purposeful* On the 
second, since by restating the cause. Brahman, as qualified by 
oneness, is predicated (thereof), there is no sentence-split* On 
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the third, however, first restating the cause in the form 
‘That which is the cause is one’, oneness is predicated; 
subsequently causality together with oneness is restated and 
Brahman-hood is taught in the form ‘That which is the one 
cause is Brahman’ ; hence, because of the syntactical unity as 
of a sentence, there is no sentence-split- And thus, when 
there is the oneness of the cause of the entire world, since 
creatorship is impossible in the absence of cognition and 
power having whatever is to be created for their sphere, even 
the omniscience and omnipotence of the cause result pre- 
sumptively from this very text. Now, like ‘That which is 
like a cow is the denotation of the word gavayali,' the (present) 
text seems to have as purport the relation of the name and 
the named, in the form ‘That, which is the one cause, is the 
denotation of the word Brahman’ : and that being the case, 
it would not be that which declares the thing which has for 
its nature the meaning of bi’h. If this be said, no ; for after 
having in the words ‘seek to know that’ premised that as 
what should be desired to be known, there being the 
expectancy ‘of what nature is that its nature is declared in 
the form ‘that is of the nature of the meaning of bvh-’ As 
for the relation of the name and the named that will come 
about presumptively. And this being the case, the one 
omniscient, omnipotent and undefined in every way is the 
cause of the world ; and that is the denotation of the word 
‘Brahman’; this is the sentence-sense that results. 

XLVI(a). Now, in the absence of a statement of the 
unconditioned, there is not cognised the substrate of the 
conditioned, omniscience etc.; therefore, like ‘That which has 
space is ether’, ‘That which is the pre-eminent luminary is 
the moop’, some definition of essential nature alone should 
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be stated by 4rati. If it be said that being the denotation of 
the word ‘Brahman’ is itself the definition of essential nature, 
no; for, that denotes only the attribute of greatness ; just as 
where one says ‘big pot' an unconditioned pot is cognised as 
the substrate of bigness, similarly here too (some substrate) 
should be stated. If it be said that being the denotation of 
the word ‘real (sat)’ is the definition, no; for, that denotes 
only the summum genus- Just as when it is said ‘real’ a 
particular subordinate geniis ‘pot’ is needed as the culmination 
of the summum genus, similarly, here too a particular sub- 
ordinate genus should be stated. If it be said that bnowhdge 
itself, as possessing the attributes of greatness, omniscience 
etc., is the definition of the essential nature of the uncondi- 
tioned Brahman, no ; for, in the view of the Vedantin, the 
nature of knowledge being, in relation to happiness, misery, 
attachment and aversion, of the nature of a summum genus, 
there too is not removed the need of a subordinate genus as 
the particular substrate. 


XljVI(b). To this it is said (in reply). By the (5ruti 
text ‘ From bliss alone, verily’* etc., bliss alone is determined 
to be nature of the unconditioned Brahman. Another i5ruti 
text too in the words ‘That which is great, that is happiness"^, 
declares of happiness alone that it is the attribirte of 
Brahman. 

XliVI(c). Thus, then, because of the apposition ‘Know- 
ledge, bliss’^ unconditioned knowledge may be the quality 
of Brahman ; if this be said, it is to be asked here : is there 
the apposition of knowledge and bliss, with the intention 

iTaitt., Ill, vi, I 
*^Chand., VI, xxiii, 1 
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to declare the relation of quality and possessor of the quality* 
as in ‘ blue lily * or with the intention to declare the 
relation of higher and lower generality," as in ‘pot is a 
substance’ ? Not the first, because of the 4ruti text ‘ Pure 
and without qualities Since there has not been demons- 
trated the difference or non-difference of the quality from 
the possesssor of the quality, the non-possession of qualities 
is intelligible. Here, he who maintains difference cum non- 
difference quibbles that the quality-less is no substance. Let 
it not be that the quality-less is a substance ; Brahman, 
however, is not a substance, since there is no evidence. If 
it be said that, because of being the intimate cause, it is a 
substance, no ; for, the creationist doctrine is not accepted. 
If it be said, that, because of being the material cause, it is 
a substance, no ; for. even in the case of quality etc-, there is 
material causality in respect of the attributes present in them, 
like knowability and expressibility. What is called quality is 
an attribute ; and thus the attributeless is no entity ; 
if this be said, no; for, even of some attribute, there has to 
be admitted the non -possession of attributes, as otherwise 
there is the contingence of infinite regress. Therefore, 
the statement ‘There is no quality-less Brahman’ is only 
(due to) hatred of the true system. The second view (of 
apposition) is certainly admitted- ‘Knowledge’ refers to 
the generality; its particulai’isation is bliss; that alone is 
Brahman. Nor is there the possession of a second, because 
of the attributes of omniscience, non-duality etc ; for, being 
conditioned by the universe, they are indeterminable. Even 
knowledge as a generality is certainly indeterminable, being 
conditioned by misery, attachment etc. In respect of the 
substrate of that kind of generality, i. e., in respect of bliss 
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which is practically eilicient as prompted by knowledge, even 
the empirical usage of ‘knowledge’ is certainly intelligible. 
Now, just as in respect of the nacre that is the substrate of 
the assumptive silver, the empirical usage of ‘silver’ is not 
in the principal sense, so too should be the empirical usage 
of ‘knowledge’ in respect of bliss. If this be said, no; for, 
there is disparity, since hdre is no other absolutely real 
generality, as (there is) there. Thus, therefore, bliss of the 
^ature of knowledge is Brahman; this definition of essential 
nature being stated in sruti, everything without exception is 
very auspicious. 


HERE ENDS TUB FIFTH VARNAKA* 
END OF THE SECOND APHORISM. 



THIRD APHORISM 

SIXTH VARNAKA. 

♦ 


I. In the second aphorism was stated the two-fold 
definition of Brahman. Here is stated by the aphorist the 
probans in respect of Brahman’s omniscience, in the words 
“Because of being sastra-source”.^ 

II. Since omniscience has been established through 
^ruti and argumentation, even in the previous aphorism, 
this is futile; if this bo said, not so. Because of (Brahman) 
being the material cause of words, the capacities present in 
words to reveal things exist with Brahman alone, just as 
the lamp’s intense capacity, relating to objects as (their) 
manifestor (visayin), belongs to the fire; and the cognitive 
capacity of the seer is not instrumentality, but certainly 
the manifestation of what is in conjunction, as in the case 
of the light of a lamp; hence, once again, there is established 
here the possession of knowledge in respect of all. This is 
the meaning. Even what was established is again confirmed 
through another probans. Nor is there the contingence 
of repetition; for, when omniscience is objected to on the 
ground of the doubt that (Brahman), though the creator of 
the world, is not the creator of the Veda, it has to be 
answered. Brahman in dispute is the support of all the 
capacities present in the Veda to reveal objects, since it is 
the material cause of the Veda, like fire, which is the support 
of the illumining capacity present in the lamp and is th« 
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material cause of the lamp: this indeed is the syllogism. 
Though in respect of the Veda there is the instrumental 
capacity too, yet because of being intelligence, cognitive 
capacity alone is to be inferred in Brahman. Indeed, in the 
case of an intelligent agent, instrumental capacity is not 
apposite* Nor is there a rule that the relation of the 
material cause and what is caused by it should be only 
through the recurrence (in the latter) of all the capacities (of 
the former); for in the light that is the product of fire, 
there is recurrence of the illumining capacity alone, while 
the capacity to burn does not recur. Similarly, of Brahman, 
though the material cause of the Veda, let the cognitive 
capacity alone be recurrent; where is the conflict ? 

III. Nor need there be any dispute as to the Veda 
revealing all; for there is no evidence as to the existence of 
anything which is not made the content of the Veda, as 
supplemented by the different branches of knowledge like the 
puraiiias. Nor is material causality in respect of the Veda 
non-established; for the Veda falls within the world of name, 
and the material causality of Brahman in respect of the 
world of name and form is established by ail the Upaniyads. 
Now, Brahman is not the material cause of the Veda, 
since that, like the vsis etc., possesses the knowledge of 
everything declared in the Veda; if this be said, no, since 
there is tjie the extraneous adjunct (to the probaris), viz-, 
‘possessing knowledge only of what is declared in the Veda’. 
Brahman, however, knows even more than what is declared 
in the Veda. It is thus. The Veda is the work of one who 
possesses knowledge relating to more things than the content 
of its own knowledge, since it is a means of valid knowledge 
through verbal statement, like the sSstra which is the work 
29 
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of Pa^ioi. This probandum is indeed possible; for, in the 
world there is known through experience even what is not 
the content of speech, e. g. differences of sweetness among 
milk, jaggery etc* And thus for the Veda, since it reveals 
all things of which there is empirical usage, there is 
omniscience. Brahman, however, the material cause of the 
Veda, manifests through its own intelligence even its 
real nature that transcends empirical usage; hence (for it) 
there is unsurpassed omniscience. Then, let it be that even 
the Veda reveals Brahman’s nature through secondary 
implication; even thus Veda reveals some things through 
principal signihcance alone, some through secondary impli* 
cation, some in their generality, some in their particularity; 
Brahman, however, reveals everything in all ways; hence 
it certainly possesses more knowledge than the Veda. 

IV- Now if what is called Brahman’s production of the 
Veda consist only in utterance, then, like the (ordinary) 
teacher. Brahman would be non-omniscient ; if it be produced 
after knowing the sense, like Grammar etc., the Veda would 
be relative to a person- Then you may think : let Grammar 
etc., which have been produced after knowing the sense 
through some other means of valid knowledge, and with the 
intention to declare (it to others), be relative to a person, as 
dependent on some other means of knowledge ; in the case of 
the Veda, however, which is produced by l^vara, possessing 
eternal desire generated by eternal knowledge, and is not 
dependent on any other means of knowledge, how can there 
be relativity to a person ? This is not sound, since there is 
no evidence in respect of such Uvara; for it has been shown 
in the previous aphorism that inferences are not capable of 
establishing i^vara- If it be said that revelation is what 
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establishes that, no; for there is reciprocal dependence in 
that when i^vara of the said nature is established, there is 
the establishment of this authoritativeness of the revelation 
declai^d by Him, and that when this (latter) is established, 
there is the establishment of I^vara of the said nature. 
There is authovitativeness of the Veda, even because of non* 
dependence (on other pramapas), not because of being declared 
by isvara ; therefore there is no reciprocal dependence ; if 
this be said, even thus, the contradiction is difficult to remedy 
that I^vara’s desire is eternal, and (yet) generated by know- 
ledge. Then, though production after knowing the sense 
(otherwise) be equal, for Grammar etc., since they are 
prompted by the opinions of the speaker, there is relativity 
to a person ; for the Vedas, however, as prompted by the 
(purport implied in the) injunction to study, there is no 
relativity to any person. If this be said, no ; the Vedas in 
dispute are prompted by the speaker’s opinions, not prompted 
by (the purport implied in) the injunction to study, since 
they are produced after knowing the sense like Grammar etc-; 
in this way, relativity to a person cannot be avoided. Nor 
may it be said that for the Vedas, the antecedence of indeter- 
minate knowledge called (pure) intelligence, constitutes their 
differences from Grammar etc.; for even intelligence is deter- 
minate when there is association w'itb what is instrumental to 
the desired. 

V. Now, the Vedas are not relative to any person, since 
while the stream (of study) is uninterrupted, their author-ship 
is not remembered, as in the case of the self; if this be said, 
which is the jprol!)a«s here, authorship which is not in the 
sphere of memory or authorship which cannot be validly 
known ? The first is inconclusive in respect of a disused well 
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eto< The second is non-established> The Veda is the work 
of a distinguished person knowing much; since it is a means 
of valid verbal knowledge in respect of many things, like the 
BhUrata', 'He created ail this, the rks, the yajus and the 
samans’: thus through inference and revelation the autlior of 
the Veda is validly cognised. Thus, then, the contingence of 
the relativity of the Veda to a person is acceptable ; it this be 
said, no, because of the contingence of the loss of (its) 
authoritativeness. Nor is there authoritativeness because of 
being produced by isvara possessing eternal desire, since that 
has been condemned. Nor because of acceptance by people 
at large, since invalidity is seen in the case of (the notions 
of) the body being the self, the moon being but the size of a 
span etc., which are certainly accepted by people at large. If 
it be said that the sense may be valid, as established by some 
other means of knowledge, as in the case of statements of 
smytis, purSoas or parents, not so. Dharma and its opposite, 
which are the sense of the Veda, are they known perceptually 
or through another revelation? Not the latter, because o 
infinite regress. On the first too, we do not cognise dharma 
and its opposite through the perception of those like us. Nor 
is yogic perception what apprehends it : for that brings about 
excellence only in respect of colour etc., which are its own 
content. Nor may it be said that dharma and its opposite, 
as inherent in the self, ate perceived by the mind ; for at the 
time of the creation of the Veda, dharma and its opposite, 
which are of the future, were not present. Dharma and its 
opposite, observed in a previous, aeon certainly existed then ; 
if this be said, no; for even at the prior creation (of that 
previous aeon) it would be so; there being infinite regress thus, 
t here is the contingence of a succession of the blind. There- 
fore if the Veda be relative to a person, its authoritatiyenese 
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would be difficult to establish- Hence it is that the 
Sngatas and Arhatas declare the Veda to be non-authoritative; 
if this be said, no, because of the contingence of non- 
authoritativeness for them in respect of their own revelations. 
Hence it is that the Lokayata does not recognise revelation at 
all; if this be said, no ; if, for him, all statements are invalid, 
there is no eligibility for debate; if worldly statements be 
valid, what is the crime of Vedic statements? Thus, therefore, 
if there be relativity to a person, there would be destroyed 
the authoritativenesB recognised for the Veda; if not relative 
to a person, there is the contingence of non-omniscience for 
Brahman, as for a (human) teacher. 

VI. To this it is said (in reply). We do not tolerate 
relativity to a person- It is thus- Is there I’elativity to a 
person (1) in the case of the word, sense and their relation, 
or (2) in the case of sentences existing in a squence? 
(1) Even on the first, jlvas are not the authors; for, in that 
case, some one intending to mention the sea would use even 
the word “Meru” to denote (it), because of his independence 
(in the matter). Nor is liivara the author; for there is the 
inference of beginninglessness thus. The empirical usage 
of word, .sense and their relation, at the beginning of an 
aeon etc., is dependent on a succession of earlier empirical 
usages, since it is an empirical usage of the name and the 
named, like (similar) empirical usage at the present time. 
Nor is there inconclusiveness (of the probans) in respect of 
conventional words like Dittha, since they are only 
semblances of names like ‘gSvyS’ (to signify ‘cow’ the 
appropriate name of which is ‘go’)- Not the second; for, 
beginninglessness is established thus : the study of the 
Veda at the time of creation is conditioned by the remem- 
brance of earlier study of the Veda, since it is study of the 
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Veda> like the study of the Veda at the present time. Nor 
may it be said that thus it is easy to establish this beginning* 
lessness in respect of all works; for, since by those same 
works their respective authors are declared, there is conflict 
(of any such inference) with their revelation (of authorship). 
Here, too, the author of of the Veda is declared by 4rnti itself; 
if this be said, is it by the text ‘He created all this, the yks, 
the yajus’’^ etc., which relates to Hiranyagarbha? Or is it by 
the text ‘Of that great Being, this is the breath""® etc., which 
relates to i^vara? Not the first; for, from the text ‘He who 
created Brahma’^ there is understood the existence of the 
Veda even prior to the origination of Hiranyagarbha. In 
the case of the Vedas which were certainly existent, even the 
text (that they were) ‘created’ is intelligible, in the view of 
their first manifestation in the intellect of Hiranyagarbha. 
Not the second ; (for) that text occurring in the topic of the 
material cause, declares of Isvara material causality alone in 
respect of the Veda, not authorship too of the Veda. If it be 
said that having Isvara as the material cause and non-relativity 
to any person are contradictory, no; for, that kind of relativity 
to a person is admitted. In the case of the BhUrata etc., 
relativity to a person consists in having been produced by 
VySrsa etc., after (their) having known the sense by some 
other means of knowledge ; therefore, the authoritativeness 
of those is dependent on the basic means of valid knowledge. 
The Veda is not produced after knowing the sense (otherwise), 
since, while not being the statement of a non-omniscient 
Being, it is the means of valid knowledge in respect of 
dharma, its opposite, and Brahman, like I^vara’s cognition 
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postulated by others. And thus, for the Veda, though 
produced by Brahman, authoritativeness being self-established, 
there is no detriment whatever. Now, he indeed is a trust- 
worthy person who states what he has cognised through a 
means of valid knowledge; he who states what is not so 
cognised or what is guessed is untrustworthy ; and thus the 
Veda is not a means of valid knowledge, since it is not a 
statement made by a trustworthy person, like the statement 
of a mad man. If this be said, not so ; for, there is also the 
syllogism ‘The Veda is a means of valid knowledge, since it is 
a statement not made by an untrustworthy person, like the 
statements of Mann etc.’ 

VII. How, then, is there ascertainment (as between 
these two positions)? It is said (in reply). Our final view 
indeed is that validity is self-established, while invalidity is 
due to defective causes. Here, in the case of a mad man’s 
statement, invalidity is appropriate, since its basis is cognition 
presented by delusion or by guessing. In the case of the 
statement of Manu etc-, validity being intrinsic, the merit 
called production by a trustworthy person is also of service 
as removing an obstacle, a defective cause. In the case of the 
Veda, however, obstacles being impossible, validity is esta- 
blished intrinsically even without the (aforesaid) merit. Now, 
if usage by a trustworthy person be not needed, a pot might 
be validly cognised even by the remembered word ‘pot’. Let 
it be so cognised in some cases ; but in a particular place in 
front, which is devoid of a pot, it is not validly cognised, 
because of conflict with other means of valid knowledge. 

VIII. Then it may be thought that for some one at 
some time when there has not arisen any other means of 
valid knowledge, a pot may be validly cognised even in that 
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place by the remembered word. Then, let usage by a trust- 
worthy person be alone the cause of validity. And that 
usage comes about in two ways. The statements of Manu 
etc. are made after cognising the sense by other means of 
knowledge : the Vedic statements are made after remembering 
earlier usages. The mad man’s statements, again, because of 
the non-existence of both of these (usages), are certainly invalid. 

IX. Now, thus, authoritativeness in the case of the 
Veda would be caught up by (the defect of) a succession of 
the blind. If this be said, then, let the distinction be thus ; 
there is no valid cognition of sense from remembered words, 
since there is no purport in them ; in the Veda, however, 
because of the purport (implied by) the injunctions to study, 
valid cognition may arise even though there is no usage by a 
trustworthy person. Nor may non-authoritativeness be 
suspected because of the absence of purport for the text 
enjoining study, since purport is established by (that text) 
itself. Nor thus is there the defect of self-dependence; for 
there is no conflict in respect of those that account for both 
themselves and others, like the word 'word*. Therefore, for 
the Veda too as for Brahman, beginninglessness results on 
consideration, but not relativity to a person, as for the work 
of Kalidasa etc. Nor may it be suspected that though 
beginningless there may be, as for purapas etc-, production in 
an altered form, (in each fresh aeon); for in the case of what 
are denoted by the word ‘Veda’, viz., the letters, words, 
sentences, topics and chapters, which are certainly qualified 
by a regular sequence, and which even at the beginning of 
the aeon and at all dissolution undergo only manifestation 
and concealment, there is admitted immutable eternality. 

X. Then, the Veda does not have Brahman for material 
cause, because of being beginningless and immutably eternal, 
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like Brahman. If this be said, (no), because of (the inference) 
being affected by the extraneous adjunct, viz., independence. 
The Veda, however, is dependent on Brahman, because of 
being imposed on Brahman, just as the snake imposed on the 
rope is dependent on the rope. 

XI. Now, how for the Veda, as for the rope-snake, is 
illusoriness declared ? We say that it is because of its being 
incapable of (precise) determination. It is thus. Are the 
letters alone the Veda, or the letters in association with 
sequence ? Not the first, since there is not the cognition of 
the Veda in letters pronounced without sequence or in a 
different sequence. On the second too is that sequence (a) 
present in the letters, or (b) present in the pronunciation, or 
(c) present in the cognition? (a) Even if present in the 
letters the sequence cannot possibly be effected by space, since 
letters are omnipresent. Nor is it effected by time, because 
of the eternality (of the letters). Nor is it effected by (other) 
things, because of contradiction ; truly, not at one and the 
same time do there stand to reason the antecedence and subse- 
quence of the letter “j” in raja and jara. (b) Nor does the 
sequence present in pronunciation attach to the letters, since 
pronunciation and its sequence are not contents of the sense 
of hearing, while the Veda is of the nature of letters and 
capable of being apprehended by the sense of bearing, (c) 
Even if present in cognition, (i) is it an attribute of the 
letters, or (ii) is it imposed on the letters, or (iii) is it a 
qualification of the letters per accidens ? (i) Not the first, 

since it is not intelligible that what is present in one is an 
attribute of another, (ii) On the second too, since, for him 
who maintains akhyati (error as non-apprehension), the 
sequence alone or the letter alone is not capable of being 

30 
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(denoted by) the word ‘Veda’ and since cognition of the 
qualified is not admitted, the Veda is but non-discrimination ; 
hence there will be no knowledge of sense* In the view of 
erroneous apprehension, again, since there is only a cognition 
as qualified, inasmuchas the thing qualified does not exist, 
there will be no Veda other than the cognition* (iii) Not the 
third, since the cognition of the letter as (really) qualified by 
sequence is perceptual* Therefore, the Veda is indetermi- 
nable. Since even for the indeterminable there is exclusion 
of the void, practical efficiency as for the (notion of the) body 
being the self is uncontradicted. Thus, therefore, in the case 
of the Veda, though a product because of being an illusory 
manifestation of Brahman, there is not the defect of relativity 
to a person, because on the grounds of beginninglessness and 
immutable eternality there are not the (characteristics of) 
being preceded by cognition of the sense from some other 
means of knowledge and being originated in dependence on a 
person’s desire. And since for Brahman, the material cause 
of the Veda, which reveals all things, there is difference of 
nature from a (human) teacher, there is not even the defect 
of non -omniscience. Nor may it be said that when for the 
self-luminous Brahman omniscience is established even 
because of being associated with ail, the establishment of that 
through being the material cause of the Veda is futile; for, 
in the case of the solar ray associated with air, ether, taste, 
odour, etc*, there is not seen the capacity to reveal these* 
Therefore, omniscience is to be established only through 
being the material cause of the entire Veda, that is capable of 
revealing all things ; this is the view of the aphorist. 


HEBB BNt>3 THE SIXTH VABl^rARA* 



SEVENTH VARNAKA. 


L Or else, the definition being stated in the second 
aphorism> by the present one, the means of valid knowledge 
ip premised in the words ‘ Because of having fiastra-flource 
because of having the Veda as the means of valid knowledge; 
this is the meaning. The indication of more than one sense 
is an ornament to the aphorism and does not import the 
defect of sentence*split ; for that is shown in the definition of 
the aphorism as ‘many faced’. And the Vedic text giving 
valid knowledge of Brahman is ‘That, verily, whence these 
beings’^ etc. Though this has been cited even in the 
previous aphorism, yet there is not the futility of the present 
aphorism ; for, assuming what is to he declared in the present 
aphorism, viz > that Brahman is to be known through ^astra 
alone, the purport of the previous aphorism was declared to 
be the stringing together of revealed texts. Otherwise who 
could avoid the previous aphorism having for sole purport 
the mention of argumentation ? And with the mere mention 
of argumentation, since it is also possible for each effect to be 
originated by a separate cause, this sense that the omniscient, 
omnipotent Brahman is the cause of the world would not be 
established. Nor is there its establishment because of the 
persistence of the sense of the root hrh ; for even the word 
‘Brahman’ denoting the sense of hxh is used in the Vedas 
alone. Indeed in ordinary experience the word ‘Brahman’ 
is not used of the cause of the world. Therefore ‘That 

«Br. 8a., I. i, 8 
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whence for this what begins with origination, that has the 
4 &stra alone for the means of valid knowledge’ so much is 
one aphorism, since (only) with that much is there removed 
the doubt of (there being a statement oO mere argumentation. 
As for the splitting it up, that is in order to state through 
another explanation that omniscience is easy to establish, as 
the material cause of the fiastra. Therefore, it is established 
by the two aphorisms that the omniscient Brahman, the 
efficient and material cause of the world’s origination etc-, 
is to be known from the 4 astra alone. 

II. Here, Brahman, which is in the position of proto- 
type and endowed with the energy of mBya, is the cause ; and 
the jivas are each separately bound by avidya : thus say some. 
That which is reflected in maya, i. e. avidya, is the cause of 
the world ; the pure Brahman is the abode of immortality ; 
and the jivas are bound by avidya : thus say others. On the 
first view, there is difference between maya and avidya, and 
there is no reflectedness for Brahman ; on the second (view), 
however, there is the contrary of these ; this is the difference. 
The author of the Brahviasiddhi, however, says thus : it is 
the jivas alone that are individually deluded in respect of 
Brahman, as (if) of the form of the world, because of their 
own nesciences ; the cause of the world is not, however. 
Brahman as qualified by maya or as having the form of 
prototype or reflection ; as for (mutual) agreement like ‘That 
which is seen by you is seen by me’, that is intelligible 
because of similarity, as in the second moon cognised by 
several persons the mention of Brahman as the cause of the 
world is in the view of its being the substrate (of the world) 
in respect of existence. The author of the describes 
that ^causality) in another way, viz-, that the one Brahman 
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alone through its own avidyE transfigures itself in the form of 
the world, as in dreams etc- All these are final positions 
(for the advaitin), since the (diverse) teachings are (merely) 
assumptive, in order to give knowledge of the truth; hence 
everything is taintless- 

HEBE ENDS THE SEVENTH VABNAKA. 

END OF THE THIBD APHOBISM- 



FOURTH APHORISM 

EIGHTH VARNAKA. 


I. In the third aphorism it was premised that the 
Vedantas are the means of valid knowledge in respect of 
Brahman ; in the fourth aphorism the validity thereof is 
explained- 

II. Now, the validity of the Vedantas in respect of 
Brahman is not possible (1) because of conflict with the state- 
ment of the aphori^t (Taimini), (2) because of the teaching of 
an existent thing is not possible, (3) because there is no fruit, 
and (4) because there is no content not already known. For, 
the aphorist, Jaimini, in the aphorism, 'Since Scripture is for 
the sake of what is to be done’' declares but futility for the 
Vedantas which are not for the sake of what is to be done. 
Though because, in the beginning, middle and end of the 
Vedantas, purport is seen in respect of the unity of Brahman, 
there is not the possibility of futility, (i- e. meaninglessness), 
yet the validity (of the Vedantas) does not fit in. The Vedan- 
tas that make Brahman known are not means of valid know- 
ledge ; for, they make known Brahman, which, while being 
capable of (being the object of) other means of knowledge, is 
not known by other means of knowledge ; like the visual 
cognition which makes known the existence of elevations and 
depressions (apparently) present in a picture, which though 
capable of (being the objects of) the sense of touch, are not 
known by the sense of touch. Nor is there non -establishment 
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of the qualification (‘being capable of other means of know- 
ledge’) ; Brahman is capable of (being the object of) other 
means of knowledge, because of being an existent object, like 
pot etc. Nor may it be said that Brahman is cognisable by a 
single means of valid knowledge, alone, since it is an existent 
object like odour etc. ; for there is inconclusiveness (of the 
prohans) in substances like pot, which are objects of appre- 
hension for both the sense of sight and the sense of touch. 
Even thus> the karya (unseen result) favoured by the Frabha* 
karas is capable of (being the object of) other means of valid 
knowledge? since it is other than bare non-entity, like pot; 
(yet it is not thus known and is admitted to be knowable 
solely through Scripture) ; thus there is parity of fallacy (in 
the position of both the Prabbakara and the Vedautin) : if this 
be said, no, because of the adjunct ‘being an existent object’. 
Since in the case of future rain etc., which arc objects of 
(another pramana, viz-,) inference, there is not the cbai'acter 
of an existent object, there is no pervasion of the probandum 
(by the alleged adjunct) ; if this be said, even thus, if 
being-other-than-bare-non-entity, which is counter-correlate- 
dependent, be the determinant in respect of the being 
capable of other means of valid knowledge, there is prolixity, 
while if the character of an existent object, which is not 
BO dependent, be the determinant, there is parsimony ■, 
hence there is no parity at all. Brahman is cognisable 
by verbal testimony alone, since it is devoid of colour etc., 
or the apprehension of pervasion etc-, like the karya 
(unseen result) of the opponents ; if this be said, no, since 
there is admitted by you even its knowability by experience. 
And this being the case, the qualification present in the 
probans in the first inference, viz., ‘ which is not known 
by any other means of knowledge is non-establisbed ; if this 
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be said, no ; for Brahman-experience not being established 
for those who urge this inference, the qualification is 
established (for them). Therefore, by the first inference is 
established the invalidity of the Vedantas which are devoid 
of a basic means of knowledge accordant with them. For 
the words of non-personal origin there is no dependence 
on a basic means of knowledge ; if this be said, true. Yet 
because of sublation by such a perception as * I am a man ’ 
there is certainly invalidity as for (the text) *The stake 
is the sun Though the said perception, as generated by 
a defect, be not the sublater of 4ruti, yet, since in respect 
of the existent Brahman there is no possibility of fruit 
consisting in the attainment of the desired or the avoidance 
of the undesired, accomplishable by appetition or desistence, 
the Vedantas, which are (thus) purportless, do not obtain 
any validity at all. If then it be said ‘Neither fruit nor 
purport is the determinant of validity, but the making known 
of a thing not already known,’ even thus, lot the Veda give 
valid knowledge of karya (the unseen result) alone, which 
is incapable of (being the object of) other means of knowledge, 
but not the existent Brahman, which is so capable (of other 
means of knowlege). Therefore, the Vedantas are futile. 

III. If it be said that, in the case of what are appre* 
hended because of the injunction to study, invalidity does 
not stand to reason, then, let there be subsidiariness to 
the injunction of a rite, as making known the nature of 
the agent, the jiva, and the nature of the deity. Brahman : 
and thus will be established validity as for mantras and 
artbav&das. If it be said 'Let there be valdity even as 
enjoining Brahman,’ no; for, an injunction, whose content 
is a rite, is impossible in respect of an existent thing. 



Vitl, iv-v] BiOHIH VABlSIAltA 46^' 

IV. Now> the Vedsntas are not subsidiaries to any 
single injnnction, since there is not, as for ‘ He howled etc. 
the mention in a (particular) topic ; nor (are they subsidiaries) 
of the aggregate of all injunctions, since of all the injunctions 
which declare different things, there is no syntactical unity* 
Nor may it be said that only one thing, dbarma in its generic 
nature, is what is declared by all injunctions; for, the generic 
is not capable of being performed (while what the injunction 
prescribes should be so capable). Then it may be said that just 
as, in the case of the ladle, which is related to all rites, the text 
about being made of parna, while intimating the thing which 
is the material (cause thereof), occupies the position of b 
subsidiary in respect of each of the texts enjoining rites, 
though (itself) mentioned without the commencement (of 
any particular topic), so too may be the Vedantas which 
intimate the agent. This is not sound ; for, when by the 
Vedantas which have principally the distinutionless (as the 
sense), the self is either praised or declared, there is no 
serviceability to activity in rites. Nor is it possible to 
assume serviceability ; for, the refutation of all distinctions 
like agency is opposed to appetition. Therefore, the Vedan** 
tas are not subsidiary to an injunction of rites, 

V. Thus, then, let them be subsidiary to the injunction 
of the contemplation of the Sagupa. Nor may it be thought 
thus: ‘By the Vedantas, even as subsidiary to the injunction to 
contemplate, there is not established the nature of Brahman, 
as qualified by attributes like omniscience, as the cause of the 
world and as an existent, since there is no basic evidence 
accordant with it ; therefore, when the object of contem- 
plation is non-established, how can there be an injunction to 


tXS, I, v,i 

31 



VlVABA>fAt>BAME7A3A]^faRAHA 


464 


[VlII, v-vi 


contemplate ? Kemote is the sabsidiarihesa ■ of the VedSntas 
thereto.’ For, when by inference thete is known a cause of the 
world, whose specific nature is not designated, in the injunc- 
tion of the contemplation thereof, there is syntactical unity 
for the Vedantas through imposing the qualities to be contem- 
plated, such as eternality, purity, intelligence, reality^ know- 
ledge, infinitude. Now, for the Vedantas as having for purport 
an injunction to contemplate, there is no syutactical unity 
with the devataka];i4a> since the (two) topics are different; in 
its own topic which stops with the bare object, no injunction 
whatever is heard or is capable of being assumed, since 
there is not declared here any ground for assuming an 
injunction, like the relation of material and deity in ‘Pusan 
is (the deity) who gets the well-kneaded portion’.^ If this be 
said, not so; for, assuming validity (for the Vedantas) because 
of being apprehended in consequence of an injunction to 
study} it is possible to assume an injunction to contemplate, 
because of the unintelligibility otherwise of that validity. 
And the fruit should be Understood to be of the nature of 
Release occurring in such arthavUdas ‘This much, verily, is 
immortality’.-^ Therefore, the Vedantas are means of knowledge 
not in respect of Brahman, but in respect of contemplation. 


VI(a). When the prima facie view results thus, the 
aphorist says : ‘But that, because of harmony’.® By the word 
‘but’ the prima facie view is negatived. ‘That’ is the pre- 
mising of his own view. That, i. e.. Brahman, is validly 
known by the Vedantas: this is the meaning. Whence (is 
this) ? Because of the harmonious synthesis of the Vedantas 
in respect of Brahman as (their) purport. 
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yi(b),. Now, what is called purport is the attribute of a 
person ; and how can this belong to the Ved&ntas ? If this be 
asked, not so. For, the intention to state is not itself purport, 
since though there be intention to state, when a word is not 
used, there is not the empirical usage of purport (existing in 
such a case). Nor is usage by a person itself (the purport), 
since it does not exist in the usage of lunatics etc- Therefore, 
purport is subsidiariness to the valid knowledge of that (parti- 
cular) sense ; and that is certainly the attribute of the word. 
Nor may it be said that even there, what effects that (purport) 
is only the intention to state; for there is no (instance of) 
mere co-absence, inasmuchas it is not seen that there is no 
purport even where there is subsidiariness to that (sense), 
(merely) because of the fault of the non-existence of the 
intention to state. Nor is it that other than the intention to 
state there is nothing to indicate purport ; for there exist the 
initial passage etc. 

VI(c). Nor is it that the indicator of purport is only the 
character of karya (what is to be done) belonging to the object 
of valid knowledge; for in ‘A son is born to you’ etc*, though 
there is not the character of what is to be done, purport is 
seen. There too, even because of the purport, let us infer for 
the object of knowledge that it culminates in what is to be 
done : if this be said, no, because of the contingence of 
reciprocal dependence as between the valid knowledge of the 
character of what is to be done and purport, in this way : when 
there is valid knowledge having what is to be done for 
content, there is established purport characterised as the capa* 
city to generate that valid knowledge, and when this latter is 
established, there is the estaUishment of that former valid 
knowledge.. Now absence of purport is an obstacle to valid 
knowledge, for in ‘Eat poiaop’ etc., the valid knowledge 
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that one is to eat poison etc-, which results even from the 
statement, is obstructed by the absence of purport (in the 
eating); and what removes that obstacle is purport ; and 
thus, when first there is valid knowledge of what is to be 
done from the sentence itself, subsequently, in that same 
way, because of the valid knowledge of what is to be done, 
it is known that there exists purport too, which removes 
the obstacle : (but) the valid knowledge of what is to be done 
is not generated by purport ; therefore there is no reciprocal 
dependence. Tf this be said, true; even thus, the character 
of what is to be done is not a^mark of purport ; for in ‘ He 
is to offer oblation with jartila gruel or gavidhuka gruel ’ etc-, 
though there is what is to be done, there is no purport ; for, 
in the subsequent text * jartilas and gavidhukas are verily 
not oblations ’ these is negation of wild sesamum and gavi- 
dhuka (as fit objects for the oblation, goat’s milk alone being 
enjoined). 

VI(d). Therefore, the marks of purport are only the 
initial passage etc- For it has been said : ‘ The initial and 

the concluding passages, repetition, novelty, fruit, arthavada 
(eulogy or condemnation) and reasoning— these are the marks 
in the ascertainment of purport-' In all the Vedantas, it is 
well known that there are the initial passage etc., in respect 
of Brahman. Therefore the Vedantas relate harmoniously 
to Brahman as purport. 

VII. What is called the harmoniousness of the syntacti* 
cal relation is the declaration of sense in a unique manner. 
Elsewhere indeed, words like ‘ Bring the cow ’ declare 
the relation of act and causal correlate. In * He is to 
sacrifice with the udbhid *, though the word ' udbhid ’ and 
‘ sacifice ’ have same denotation, there exists the expectancy 
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ofniyoga (unseen result). In ‘ The lily is blue ’ there are 
declared difference and non-difference as between the quality 
and the possessor of the quality. In the case of other words, 
even though declaring a single denotation, gender and number 
are unavoidable. The Vedantas, however, do not thus declare 
a relation or a sense that is expectant or difference and non- 
difference or what is qualified by gender and number; but 
they declare, whether by express signification or by secondary 
implication or through the channel of adjuncts, only the single, 
impartite essence, through the restatement of what is in a 
generic way the cause of the world. 

VIII. Of these (modes of declai'ation) the word ‘ know- 
ledge* is understood to signify intelligence reflected in a 
psychosis of the internal organ associated with manifold 
modifications. And the word ‘bliss’ is well established in 
the world in respect of any particular, which is manifested 
by a psychosis of the internal organ that is of the nature 
of pure sattva, and which appears as eminently desirable. 
These two words, ‘knowledge’ and ‘bliss’, because of conflict 
with another text declaring eternality, abandon the psychosis- 
aspect and signify (only) the particular which appears as 
desirable. And thus in the aspect of abandoning the psy- 
chosis (-element) there is secondary implication ; in the other 
aspect, however, there is principal signification. The words 
* One *, ^Beal ’, ‘ Infinite ’, through expressly signifying the 
non-existence of difference in itself, the non-existence of 
illusoriness, and the non-existence of a second, whether of 
the same class or a different class, apply to that (Brahman) 
by secondary implication. And words like ‘ Omniscient ’ 
apply to that (Brahman) as having the indeterminable world 
for adjunct. And words like ‘This self is Brahman ‘ That 

> Brh„ II, V. 19 



468 VlVARA^!rAPBAMBTA.SA^!rQRAHA [VIII, ix 

thou art’ ^ apply to Brahman alone through partly excluaive. 
secondary implication. Thus therefore all the Yedantas 
declare the one, impartite essence, Brahman. 

IX. Now, if words like ‘truth, knowledge’ have difife' 
rent sighiGcances, how is there application to the one 
impartite essence ? If they have the same significance, there 
is the contingence of repetition. There is not this defect ; 
for, though there be oneness of what is declared as the pur* 
port, there is manifoldness of what are excluded, the inder- 
terminable things like non-reality and inertness. And neither 
by an indeterminable thing nor by its non-existence is there 
any detriment whatever to the non-duality which is of the 
nature of the absolute existent. Therefore the major texts 
like ‘That thou art*, in the same way as statements like 
‘This is that Devadatta’ declare the one impartite essence. 
It is thus. Two persons see a single Devadatta at the same 
time and place. Again, at another time and place, the same 
two see that same (Devadatta). Of these two, one has the recog- 
nition ‘ This is that Devadatta The other, however, thinks 
that the later seen one is different from the formerly seen 
Devadatta. To him who is devoid of recognition, the other 
teaches ‘This is that Devadatta*. Here, the teacher recognises 
the oneness not of of what are explicitly cognised asdififerent- 
the respective places and times or the two Devadattas as 
qualified by them — because of contradiction. But the one, 
Devadatta, who is qualfied per accidens by the two (persons 
so) qualified, is the sphere of recognition. And this recognised 
oneness of Devadatta’s nature, he, through the words denota* 
tive of the qualified, in the form ‘This is that*, makes known 
to the other, through the abandonment of a part of their own 
Sense and the secondary implication (of the other part). 
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X. Now, the identity of Devadatta, which belongs to 
the word-senses ‘this’ and ‘that’ (i. e. is cognised along with 
those word-senses), is that itself declared by the sentence too 
or some other (identity) ? On the first, there is thecontin- 
gence of (the sentence being) a restatement ; not the second, 
since there is no other identity. If this be said, no; for. on 
this reasoning, there is the contingence of invalidity even for 
recognition, since here too it may well be said that if it 
makes known the very identity present' in the cognition(s), 
there wonld be the character of a restatement, while as for 
another identity, that does not exist. The object of valid 
knowledge in recognition is the relation of one to two times ; 
if this be said, no, since this too is established even by the 
two cognitions. Then, (it may be said) for recognition 
though there be not the character of knowing a thing not 
already known, yet, since it is a remover of the delusion of 
difference, there is in the effect distinction from cognitions 
which do not remove the delusion of difference, and hence, 
there is validity (for it) ; then, even for the sentence ‘This is 
that’ since in this same way there is distinction from the 
(constituent) words, let there be validity. And thus, even the 
sentence ‘That thou art’, abandoning from the sense of the 
word ‘Thou’ the conflicting aspect of agency etc., takes 
up the bare witness, and, even though (identity is) understood 
even at the time of cognising the word-senses, (yet) for the 
sake of removing the delusion of difference, declares identity 
with the bare intelligence, that remains on the abandon- 
ment of the aspect of remoteness etc., in the sense of the 
word ‘That.’ Hence this syllogism ; the sentence ‘ That 
thou art’ etc., relates to impartite sense, since while relating 
to a substance that is other than cause or effect it expresses 
apposition, like the sentence ‘This is that Devadatta*’ 
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XL Now in ‘The pot is clay’, ‘The lily is blue’ etc., a 
distinctive identity of each word-sense with itself is the object 
of valid knowledge for each word ; but the reciprocal identity 
of the word-senses is the object of valid knowledge for the 
sentence ; just as thus the validity of the sentence (there) is 
even because of knowing what is not already known, so let 
it be even here ; and thus there would not bs the difficult 
(tortuous) assumption that there is validity merely because 
of distinctiveness in removing the delusion of difference. If 
this be said, no, because of disparity. For, there, identity is 
declared between differents, as between effect and cause, subs, 
tan ce and quality, since on the principle ‘In empirical usage 
the path of the Bhatta (is followed)’ there is admitted (by us 
with refence to empirical usage) difference cwwi non -difference. 
Here, however, the one, impartite essence is declared ; hence 
there is great disparity, 

XII. Here, some say (thus) : Because of such sastra as 
‘He who stands within the self’, ‘This that is within all is 
thy self’,' difference and non -difference should be admitted 
even as between the jiva and Brahman, as otherewise there 
would be confusion between the word-senses and the sentence- 
sense. They have to be asked: is the difference there removed 
by knowledge or not? If not, there would be no release. 
If removed, then too, is the remover of that only such know- 
ledge as has difference cum non-difference for content or is it 
some other knowledge having non-difference alone for content? 
Not the first, since it is not possible for knowledge to remove 
its own content (difference cum non-difference.) Not the 
second, since there is no means of valid knowledge to originate 
the knowledge of non-difference ; for in your view, the 4astra 
has for content difference cum non-difference* If it be said 
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that, by the repetition of the knowledge of difl'erence cum non* 
difference generated by the sastra, there arisets the knowledge 
of the non-difference, even thus, for difference, if removable 
l;)y knowledge, there would bo illusoriness. liy knowledge 
ignorance is removed, while difference, however, perishes 
through ritual acts; if this be said, no; for in ‘He who 
knows Brahman becomes Brahman itself’’ it is understood 
that the removal of difference denoted by the word ‘itself’ 
is caused by knowledge. Then (it may be said), for difference, 
removable by knowledge, like the antecedent non-existence 
of knowledge, there is no illusorincss ; even thus, the aspect 
in respect of which there is difference of the jiva from Brah- 
man, is it through that same aspect that there is non -dif- 
ference too, or through some other aspect? On the first, 
when difference is removed, non -difference too would be 
removed, because of the identity of the aspect which deterr 
mines them (the two). On the second, in the case of the 
jiva that is of the nature of the partless Brahmau, difference 
which is an attribute cannot be removed by ritualistic acts. 
Even if it be removed by knowledge, if the jiva be qualified 
per acCidens by that difference, then the jiva would be but 
Brahman (and there would be no difference cum non-dif- 
fernce). If then it be qualified by difference (as by a pro- 
prium), when difference perishes, the jiva too would perish. 
If then (it be said that) that even on the perishing of the 
qualified form, the jiva in the aspect of the substrate (of the 
qualification), would enjoy release consisting in identity with 
Brahman, then, it should be admitted that even in the stage 
of transmigration the jiva is that same substrate-aspeCt, which 
has attained identity with Brahman ; for, difference of loci 
is not possible for transmigration and release. Hereby is 
iMiwd.. HI, ii, 9 
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refuted this too, which is stated by Anirfc3'Ua>uda, viz*, that as 
between jiva and Brahman there are not simultaneously diffe- 
rence and non-difference, because of contradiction, but that 
there is difference at the stage of (their being) word-senses, 
and impartitencss at the stage of the sentence sense. There 
is also conflict with such sruti texts as ' It is to be seen as 
one alone ‘ There are no differents whatever here Nor 
does a sruti text like ‘He who stands within Clie self’ declare 
difference cum non-difference ; rather does it restate the 
difference established through delusion and teach non-diffe- 
rence alone. How, then, is there remedied the confusion 
between word-sense and sentence-sense ? If this be asked, it 
is said (in reply) ; here, in the case of the express word-sense 
there is no contingence of confusion with the sentence-sense; 
for the express sense is that which is qualified by adjuncts 
posited by nescience* As for what is secondarily implied by 
the word, its being the sentence-sense (too) is certainly 
acceptable* Therefore there is never any unintclligibilrty 
in respect of the impartite sense of the major text. 

XIII. Similarly, even such a minor text as ‘Truth, 
knowledge, infinitude is Brahman’^ is related to the impar- 
tite sense, since it is the statement of a definition, like the 
sentence ‘ The moon is the pre-eminent luminary ’* Here, 
some one who does not know the denotation of the stem 
* moon ’ asks some one else ' In this sphere of luminaries, 
which is it that is called the moon ? ’ This (latter) too 
with the intention to state only the denotation of the stem 
‘ moon ’ uses (the words) ‘ The moon is the pre-eminent 
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luminary Here, the word * luminary ’ by way of expressing 
luminosity in general, applies, to a particular individual 
(luminary.) by secondary implication; and the word ‘ pre- 
eminent ’ by way of expressing the quality of pre-eminence 
applies to a particular luminary by aecondai’y implication* 
Here, since quality and generality are not the signification 
of the word ‘ moon ’, both are excluded, and only the parti- 
cular luminary in which they are inherent is intimated as the 
signification of the word ‘ moon thus is established a single 
signification for the words ‘pre-eminent* ‘luminary’ and 
‘ moon Nor thus is there the futility of the two words 
(* pre-eminent ’ and ‘ luminary ’); for the word ' luminary ' is 
of use in excluding the non-luminous clouds etc., and the 
word ‘pre-eminent’ in excluding stars etc., which are of 
little luminosity. Thus, impartite sense is to be construed 
even for the sentence ‘ Truth, knowledge ’ etc* 

XIV. It is said: since Brahman, which as an existent 
object is capable of (being the object of) other means of 
knowledge, is (yet) not known through other means of know- 
ledge, for the Vedantas which make that known, there is in- 
validity ns for the sense of sight which makes known the exis- 
tence of elevations and depressions (apparently) present in a 
picture; in respect of this, it must be asked : is it that when 
there is capacity for any other means of knowledge and that 
does not exist, the non-existence of the content is ascertained 
and (therefore) the illusoriness of verbal testimony is suspec- 
ted? Or (is it suspected) that validity is dependent on an- 
other, as in the case of a human statement, because of having 
for content a thing that is associated with another means of 
valid knowledge? Or is it thatibecause of having for content 
a thing that is capable of (being the object of) another means 
of valid knowledge, there is suspicion of this- (testimony) 



474 VIVAKAriAtBAMBYASASTGRAHA [VIIIj Xiv 

being a restatement of what is established by that (other 
means)? Not the first; for, if, merbly because of the hon- 
appearance of another : means of krtowledgo, there be that 
character (of illnsorinesa for testimony), there would be un- 
due extension everywhere. Though there be dependence 
on other means of knowledge in the case of statements of 
personal origin, that is not possible in the case of Vedic 
Statements- Not the second, since there is not the possession 
(as content) of a thing that is associated with another means 
of knowledge. The Vedn,nta text in dispute has (for content) 
a thing associated with another means of knowledge, since 
it has an existent thing for content, like th6 statement of 
(the existence of) fruit on the river-bank ; if this be said, 
no; for, being a statement of personal origin is the adjunct 
(of the probanst in the alleged inference). Even if the illus- 
tration be ‘ like the recollection of an experienced thing 
there is the adjunct ‘ being generated by another cognition 
that applied to its (recollection’s) own content’- Truly, the 
Vedanta text was not uttered, after cognising the sense 
through another means of knowledge, in which case there 
would be pervasion of the probana (too, by the quality which 
pervades the probandum and is said by us to be the adjunct). 
Then you may think : having established of the Vedanta 
text that, since it has an existent thing for content, it has 
a thing capable of another means of knowledge, thereby is 
to be establjshed its having, (for content) a thing associated 
(with another means of knowledge) then, even for injunc- 
tive texts whereby is there prevented the possession of a 
eense associated (with another means of knowledge), since, 
as having a sense other than bare: non-entity, they have for 
content what is capable of other means Of knowledge ? Norj 
even because . of being an injunctive text, is there the 
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non-existencfe of having a sense capable of other means of 
knowledge ; for, in ininnctive statements in ordinary expe- 
rience, there is seen the possession of a sense capable of 
other means of knowledge. If even thei'e the sense be what 
is not capable of that, then in the Veda too, because of the 
impossibility of apprehending the relation (of words) to what 
is to be done (kilrya, which is trans-experiential), there would 
not be the apprehension of that. If, then, (it be said that) 
since what is to be done in accordance with the Veda has 
a nature transcending the three times, there is not for it the 
capability of (being the object of) other means of knowledge, 
then for Brahman too, even because of having a nature 
devoid of qualities like colour, there could not he the capa- 
bility of other means of knowledge. If it be said that in 
respect of Brahman there is another means of knowledge, 
called the intelligence that is its nature, no ; for to that itself 
belongs Brahman-:bood (that is itself Brahman). Even if the 
intelligence that is its nature should give valid knowledge of 
Brahman, merely because of having a sense associated with 
that, there is not the defect of being dependent on that; foi', 
in the case of inference whose sphere is the selfrluminous 
(according to the Prabhakara) cognition of another, person, 
there is not seen the defect of dependence on that (cognition). 
Nor the third ; for, in the case of the sense of sight which 
has for content a substance capable of cognition by the sense 
of touch,' there is not seen the characteir of being a restate- 
ment. If it be said that this character of being a restatement 
exists in verbal testimony alone, even thus, how would you 
remedy this objection in the case of the injunctive text?. 
‘Because, though the sense of the injunction in ordinary 
experience is capable of other means of knowledge, (the sense), 
of the V^^ic (injunction) is not capable of that if .this b% 
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said, there is parity of that even in respect of an existent 
thing. Nor is it possible to lay down a restriction that the 
suspicion of being a restatement applies to verbal testimony 
alone; for it may well be said that in respect of a thing known 
b}' verbal testimony, it is only the other means of knowledge 
that is a restatement. Therefore, the Vedic statement, though 
related to an existent thing, is an independent means of valid 
knowledge. 

XV(a). Now, everywhere, the siiperior elder, having 
cognised the sense through another means of knowledge, uses 
a word in respect of it ; and the intermediate elder, cognising 
the sense from that word, is appetent in respect of that, and 
cognising that activity, the learner learns (the meaning of the 
word); and the capacity of the word to give knowledge is in 
accordance with the learning. Therefore, the object of valid 
knowledge by the word being only snch sense as is associated 
with another means of knowledge, how can there be inde- 
pendent validity for words ? 

XV(b). There is not this defect. For, the learner, 
having cognised by himself, through perception etc., the bare 
object of knowledge, pot etc., nnassociated with other means 
of knowledge, and being appetent in respect of it, infers on 
the analogy of himself, even for the intermediate elder, 
appetency preceded by the cognition of the pure object of 
knowledge unmixed with another means of knowledge, and 
thus understands the capacity of the word used by the 
superior elder to be in respect of that bare object of know- 
ledge. Nor may it be said that though, in the case of what is 
to be done, it may by itself be the content of the signihcation 
of the word) in the case of an existent thing, only as 
associated with another means of knowledge can it be the 
content of that (word). Here, the words signifying existents 
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occurring in the statement of what is to be done, have 
significant capacity in respect of things not associated with 
other means of knowledge, since they are present in a state- 
ment of what is to be done, like the word signifying what is 
to bo done. And thus, on the analogy of this (karya-pada), 
this (conclusion) is to be established even in the case of other 
words signifying existcnts- As for the other means of know- 
ledge which was the cause of the superior elder’s cognition 
of the sense, that, through originating the intention to 
declare, is the cause of the use of the word ; but it does not 
come within the object of knowledge by the word. And that 
the learner will know when he himself becomes the superior 
elder and uses words. 

XVI(a). Here some object : this effort to demonstrate 
(the process of) learning is futile, since the word has no 
relation to sense. Indeed, no sense is validly cognised through 
such words as ‘In the finger-tip there are hundreds of 
elephant-herds’. Even where in the statement of a trust- 
worthy person that (sense) is cognised validly, there too that 
valid knowledge is caused by another means of knowledge, 
not caused by the word. 

XVI(b). This objection the Prabhakara answers thus : 
though through statements of personal origin there is not 
validly cognised the relation to what is denoted, yet the 
particular cognition of the speaker, in the form ‘Thus does 
this person cognise’, is certainly validly cognised ; for this is 
not inconstant even in such statements as that about the 
finger-tip. And this particular cognition postulates a parti- 
cular object of cognition. 

XVI(c). This answer is unintelligible, because of irrele- 
vance : when the relation of word to sense is objected to, the 
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relation of a probans (the cognition of the speaker) to sense is 
declared (in reply) ; what is relevant and to which ? If it be 
said that through the channel of the speaker’s cognition 
there is declared the relation of word to sense, no ; for, it is 
not possible for the speaker’s cognition to be the object of 
valid knowledge by the word ; for in statements like ‘Bring 
the cow’ there is no word to express the speaker’s cognition, 
(and) the sentence-sense is not different from the word-senses- 
Even if (the sentence-sense be) different, is the speaker’s 
cognition alone the sentence-sense or (that cognition) as 
qualified by the object of knowledge ? On the first, in respect 
of an object of knowledge not known from statements in 
ordinary experience, there would be no empirical usage 
(resulting from them)- A,nd since there is no learning through 
those (statements in ordinary experience) there is the contin- 
gence of Vedic statements too not giving (any) knowledge. 
On the second let the object of knowledge be alone validly 
cognised from the sentence, since the speaker's cognition is 
Otherwise explained as inferable from the probans consisting 
in the use of the word. 

XVI(d). Now, even the object of knorwledge is otherwise 
explained, for, the hearer understanding the word-senses from 
the words, guesses on the strength of their use in conjunction 
that, there is certainly a relation Qf thcm (sentence- sense, 
the jSeya)- If this be said, not so ; for the guess itself here 
is a valid knowledge generated by the sentence- This guess 
does not come within memory, doubt or error ; for there does 
pot exist generation by residual impression, or duality of 
altern'atives or sublation. Since, tjiough (thus) valid know- 
ledge, therv are not such other causes (of knowledge) as 
perception, there remains its being generated by the sentence. 
Kor is it possible to postulate relation of word-senses (i. e^-, 
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sentenco'sense), because of the inferred speaker’s cognition 
which is unintelligible in the absence of an object of know- 
ledge (consisting in the above-said relation) ; for in that case 
since there is no speaker in respect of the Veda the valid 
knowledge of (the said) relation would be non-established* 
Therefore the cognition of the relation is only from verbal 
testimony. 

XVI(e). A.S for sentences like that about the finger-tip, 
there is no reaching to the sense, since the relation (between 
word-senses) is that of an untrustworthy person. For, in the 
case of perception, though reaching to the thing, it is seen 
that,, when there is a defect, there is no reaching to the thing, 
nacre etc- There is not possible, indeed, in the case of the 
revelation of non-duality, which is of non-personal origin, 
any defect, because of which there might be suspected non- 
reaching to the sense- If perception etc , which present 
duality, conflict therewith, then let those alone be sublated ; 
for, in Tndra through mayas’^ etc , there is declared their gene- 
ration by the defect called maya, (and) since though generated 
by a defect there results, as for dream, validity in respect of 
non-discord with empirical usage- Even the revelation of 
non-duality sublates in the case of duality, the content of 
perception etc-, the element of reality alone, hot the element 
of accord with empirical usage. And this being the case, just 
as for perception etc., though the products of maya, there is 
validity in regard to their respective contents, the objects of 
empirical usage, similarly, for the revelation of non-duality, 
though the product of maya, why should there not be validity 
in regard to its own content, non-duality ? Nor may there be 
suspected in this case undue extension in regard to such 

>Brh., II, V, 19 
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cognition as that of nacre-silver; for, even there, up to 
sttblation, the intrinsic validity of the cognition of the merely 
apparent silver etc* is not avoided, as otherwise appetency (in 
respect of them) would be unintelligible ; for, the empirical 
usage (i. e<, designation) of the invalidity (of that cognition) 
is only through a consideration of the sublation which comes 
at the time of specific cognition (say, of the nacre as nacre). 
Nor of the knowledge of non-duality is there sublation at any 
time, in which case there might be declared (of it) this kind of 
invalidity. 

XVI(f). Now, in the case of the visual cognition having 
for content elevations and depressions in a picture, invalidity 
is seen because of the defect, called the configuration of black 
imd other lines, present in the picture; similarly here too, 
there is invalidity because of the defect called non-duality. If 
this be said, no ; for, there too, the invalidity is only because 
of sublation by tactual cognition. In the case of validity 
consisting in knowing a thing not already known, it is not 
possible even to suspect the need for accord (with something 
else). 

XVII. Nor may it be said, that, since all scripture is 
for the sake of ritual, there is validity for injunctive texts 
alone ; for, there is reciprocal dependence in that if validity be 
established to be for injunctive texts alone, there is the 
establishment of all Scripture being for the sake of ritual, and 
when this is established there is the establishment of the 
other. 

XVIII. Nor may it be objected ‘Since there is not what 
Is to be accomplished by appetency and desistence, viz., the 
attainment of the desired and the remedying of the undesired, 
in respect of Brahman that is (thus) not a human goal, how 
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can there be validity for the Vedantas ?* The world, indeed, 
directly seeks only the attainment of the desired and the 
remedying of the nndesired, but not appetency and desistence, 
since these are of the nature of exertion. Since in attaining 
a village etc<> not attained before, and in the remedying of a 
disease etc., not already remedied, there is not the accomplish* 
ment of what is desired in the absence of exertion, a person 
may even put up with exertion. Where, however, a parson not 
knowing what is already attained, like the gold ornament 
round bis neck, desires to attain it again, and desires to avoid 
the rope-snake etc., though (in reality) avoided, since there 
what is desired is accomplished by mere knowledge, why 
should he put up with exertion ? Exertion is not indeed 
needed here ; on the contrary, when there is knowledge, even 
the earlier exertion is avoided. And this being the case, in 
the attainment of the eternally attained Brahman and in the 
remedying of the eternally remedied transmigration, what is 
the cause is the knowledge of the truth; for the Vedantas 
which generate it, whence the suspicion of their culminating 
in what is not a human goal ? Therefore, the validity of the 
Vedantas in respect of Brahman cannot be prevented by any 
one. 

XIX. Further, if a human goal be the determinant of 
validity, it would be difficult to establish in the system of the 
Guru (Prabhakara), the validity of the texts relating to 
obligatory and occasioned rites. For there is no fruit there, 
but only exertion in the performance ; in the non-perfor- 
mance, however, sin is manifest (as the consequence). Thus, 
in the case of those (texts) which are the cause of evil in 
both ways, how can there be the establishment of validity ? 
Therefore for verbal testimony too, as for perception etc., the 
(efficient) caqse of validity is only the making known pf a 
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flense which is not al)ready known, is unsnblated and not 
subject to doubt* And that is common to the texts, about 
both what is to be done and Brahman. And this being the 
case, the assumption of having an injunction for purport, 
made with great efiFort, by the upholder of the prima facie 
view, for establishing the invalidity of the Vedantas, that is a 
dance out of place. Therefore, the validity of the Vedantas 
in regard to Brahman is established. 

SERE ENP3 XPE BIOHTH VARpAKA* 



NINTH VARNAKA. 


I. Those who even while admitting the significance 
of words in respect of an existent object, think that in respect 
of Brahman validity is not possible for the Vedantas, their 
view was refuted in the earlier varuaka. Those, again, who 
thinking that there is significance for words in respect 
of their own sense only as associated with what is to be 
accomplished (karya), say that Brahman is known from the 
Vedantas only as subsidiary to what is to be accomplishedf 
their view is refuted in this varoaka- 

IT. These, indeed, say thus, When it is said by the 
superior elder ‘Bring the cow’, the learner who desires to 
learn sees the cow-bringing performed by the intermediate 
elder and understands ‘ the act of cow-bringing has been 
made known (to that intermediate elder) by this statement 
then, in such usages as ‘ Bring the horse, tie up the cow * 
by a process of insertion and deletion, he understands the 
capacity of each word in respect of its own sense as asso- 
ciated with what is to be accomplished. Nor is learning 
possible in respect of what is (merely) an instrument to the 
desired ; for in respect of such instruments to the desired 
etc., as are past, there is not the activity of the intermediate 
elder (wherefrom there could be learning). If it be said 
that there is activity in regard to such instrument of the 
desired as is capable of being willed^ then because of non- 
inconstancy, what is to be accomplished would itself be the 
determinant of learning. If merely because of non-incons- 
taucy, what is to be accomplished be the determinant, then 
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even for the worldliness present in what is to be aooomp* 
lished, that being non-inconstant, there is the contingence of 
being the determinant of learning ; and thus there would not 
be the cognition of the niyoga (unseen result as urge, taught) 
in the Veda ; if this be said, no ; for if, leaving out what is 
to be accomplished, the determinant be admitted to be only its 
own sense as related, there is t^e contingence of possession 
of expectancy (i- e. incompletness), in the form ‘related to 
what ?’ Nor thus, in leaving out ‘worldliness* is there subla- 
tion. Now, though for words about the existent there be 
possible their own sense as related to what is to be accom* 
plished, for the word about what is to be accomplished, there 
is not that possibility, since there is not something else to be 
accomplished. If this be said, no ; for even the stem-sense 
being what is to be accomplished, the word about what is 
to be accomplished (i. e., the sense of the suffix) is learnt (to 
have significance) in respect of the niyoga (unseen result) 
related to that (karya which is the stem-sense). Though in 
ordinary experience there are used sentences like ‘The tree 
has fruit’, though devoid of what is to be accomplished, yet 
there is to be understood there the importation of what is 
to be accomplished, in the form ‘Look at that’ ; for, the word, 
whose meaning is learnt as related to what is to be accom* 
plished, cannot give knowledge in the absence of what is to be 
accomplished. Therefore, since, in the absence of a fruit 
to be accomplished by appetition or desistence, the use of a 
sentence is unintelligible, the Ved&ntas are related to a niyoga 
(unseen result). Nor do we see any fruit from the mere 
knowledge of the truth, as in the rope-snake and the gold 
ornament round one’s neck. Nor is this in accord with the 
4astra; for, if it be so, there is the contingence of the non- 
injunction of reflection and contemplation subsequent to (he 
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hearing (study). Nor may it be objected that if the entire 
Veda be related to injunction, there should be only one 
Mimatusa in sixteen chapters ; for their difference is secured 
through the (distinct) natures as injunction of ritual and 
injunction of cognition. These Vedanta texts, which 
declare the nature of Brahman, like ‘ licality alone dear 
one etc., all these intimate the particular self only as 
subsidiary to such injunctions as ‘He is to be sought 
there being the expectancy ‘ Who is this self (to be sought)'^’ 
Therefore, for the Vedantas, there is not the declaration of 
the non-dual not subsidiary to anything else. 

Ill(a). To this it is said (in reply). The niyoga and 
Brahman cannot both be validly known through the Vedantas, 
because of the contingence of the two conflicting sets of 
three consequences ; and this has been elaborated in the 
second varuaka of the first aphorism. Nor is it possible to 
have valid knowledge of the niyoga alone, since there is not 
demonstrated what is enjoined. 

Ill(b). Brahman-knowledge from verbal testimony is 
not what is enjoined; for what (knowledge) is superficial is 
produced even from learning by rote ; and (as for) ascertain- 
ment (it) is generated by inquiry ; otherwise, even for the 
knowledge of agnihotra etc-, there is the contingence of 
non-establshment through the learning by rote of the texts 
relating thereto and through the inquiry about them. 

111(c). Nor in respect of Brahman known by verbal 
testimony is there to be enjoined a continuity of recollection; 
for if that injunction have an unseen result for fruit, for 
release too, as for heaven etc., there is the contingence of 
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non-eternality because of being generated by acts. Then 
(it may be said) just as by continuous massage of the limbs 
there is origination of a continuity of pleasure, so even by 
the continuity of recollection whose content is the desired 
Brahman, there may be the visible result, a continuity of 
happiness ; then since that is established by co-presence and 
co-absence, there is futility of injunction. Then, let the fruit 
of the injunction of the continuity of recollection be the 
intuition of what is recollected ; if this be said, even then, 
would the continuity of recollection originate of itself the 
intuition, or through the channel of an unseen result, or 
through the channel of another cognition ? Not the first* 
For the continuity of mediate cognitions of the nature of 
recollection is not capable of generating the (immediate) 
intuition of the content; otherwise even continuity of 
inferential cognitions would generate intuition of the in- 
ferred. On the second too, the mere unseen result generated 
by the continuity of recollection is not capable of originating 
intuition, since intuition is generated by a means of valid 
knowledge* If the means of valid knowledge be auxiliary 
to the unseen result, when the intuition is originated even 
by the means of valid knowledge, there is futility of the 
unseen result. Nor the third ; for there is the contingence 
of the defect, on such inquiry as whether that other cogni- 
tion generated by the continuity of recollection is of itself 
the generator of intuition, or through an unseen result. 

111(d)* Now, then, let there be enjoined contemplation 
in respect of Brahman known from verbal testimony. Nor 
is contemplation but the continuty. of recollection, since the 
continuity of recollection has a (real) thing for its sphere, 
while contemplation is possible even with an imposed content*^ 
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Nor is there absence of fruit, since the immediacy of Brahman 
is the fruit. It is indeed seen that because of the capacity 
of a high degree of repetition of contemplation, there is 
immediacy of the dead son etc. Nor is there the contingence 
of delusiveness, in the very same way, for the immediacy of 
Brahman : for there exists the accord with verbal testimony, 
a means of valid knowledge; for even in the case of the 
dream-intuition of objects, it is seen in the case of some that 
there is validity when there is accord with waking experience- 

lil(e). This is not sound, because of the contingence 
of the abandonment of intrinsic validity- And in dream, in 
the absence of the activity of the sense of sight etc., intuition 
of a thing is not possible. As for the accord with waking 
experience, that is intelligible because of similarity, 

II 1(f). Then, though a stream of recollection and con- 
templation be not enjoined, it is enjoined that be who desires 
release should accomplish a super-normal cognition, which is 
certainly other than cognition from verbal testimony, and 
for which hearing, reflection etc- are the instruments, the 
study of the Veda etc. the modus operandi and the immediacy 
of Brahman the fruit. If this be said, not so ; for, it is more 
in accord with parsimony to assume for the Vedantas validity 
in respect of Brahman itself directly than to assume validity 
in respect of an enjoined cognition giving valid knowledge of 
Brahman. Nor is association with an injunction the cause of 
validity, but rather the generation of valid knowledge ; other- 
wise the text about agnibotra etc. would relate even to the 
(unseen result of the) injunction of the darsa-purnamasa, 
since there is no distinction in respect of being associated 
with an injunction. And from texts like ' Truth, knowledge 
32 
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etc. valid knowledge arises in respect of Brahman alone, 
not in respect of injunction. Nor may it be objected that 
the Vedic validity associated with injunction is certainly 
other than validity in ordinary experience. For just as the 
word-senses are just the same in the Veda as in ordinary 
experience, similarly, validity both worldly and Vedic is (but) 
one. Thus therefore it is not possible to demonstrate any 
object of injunction in the case of the Vedantas. 

IV. Nor is the uiyoga (urge) easy to demonstrate. In 
ordinary experience, indeed, in ‘ The teacher urges the pupil’ 
etc., what is considered niyoga is a particular import, which 
is of the nature of the prompting of an inferior person by a 
superior person. And this is not possible in the case of the 
Veda which is of non-personal origin. Now what is 
called niyoga is an urge and the functioning of an urge is 
well established in that thing which is understood by a 
cognition of what is to be accomplished. If this be said, 
what is this which is called that which is to be accomplished ? 
Is it what is associated with volition, or what is capable of 
being willed, or something supernormal which, while being 
capable of being willed, is dilferent from an act, causal corre- 
late or fruit? Not the first; for, volition is human appe- 
tency while what is to be accomplished is the cause of appe- 
tency; and for what is associated with appetency, causality 
in respect of appetency is not possible, since there would be 
self-dependence in part- Not the second ; for in the case of 
instruments of misery, they too being what are to be accom- 
plished, as capable of being willed, there is the contingence 
of their prompting (appetency). Not the third, since in the 
case of this, which is not the sphere of perception etc., and is 
incapable of being learnt, being declared by verbal testimony 
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is impossible. Nor when there is not acknowledged 
* what is to be accomplished* as held by others, is there the 
non-existence of a prompter ; for that instrument to the 
desired which is capable of being willed is the prompter. 
Because of accepting the qnalihcation ‘capable of being willed* 
there is no inconstancy in respect of the rise of the moon 
etc. (considered as instruments of the desired). Though for 
the fruit too which is capable of being willed there is the 
character of prompting, yet that which as the cause of the 
learner's learning is the cause of the intermediate elder’s 
activity, consisting in bringing the cow etc , is but the instru- 
ment to the desired. And thus this learning of what is to be 
accomplished, which was establishe l, with great effort, that is 
not unacceptable to ns, since the character of what is to be 
accomplished is admitted only of that instrument to the 
desired which is capable of being willed. It is one and the 
same thing that as determined by volition is said to be what 
is to bo accomplished and as determined by desire is said to be 
the instrument of the desired. Nor may it be objected that, 
just as in respect of this supernormal which is held by others 
to be what is to be accomplished (ksrya), even in the case of 
what is an instrument to the desired and capable of being 
willed, yet has not been experienced, there is no means of 
valid knowledge ; for, understanding instrumentality to the 
desired through co-presence and co-absence in the case of the 
past food, drink etc., that (instrumentality) is inferred in the 
case of those of the future too. Not thus is it possible to infer 
what is to be accomplished in the view of others, because of 
the contradiction of its being supernormal. Therefore the 
sense of injunction is but that instrument of the desired as is 
capable of being willed, but not niyoga (the unseen result or 
urge.) 
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V« And ev«n this kind of injanction is not possible in 
the Yed&ntas- There, what is desired is release consisting 
in the removal of nescience : and the instrument thereto is 
the knowledge of the truth, the oneness of Brahman and the 
self* This relationship of end and means is established in 
ordinary experience, since by knowledge of the truth, nacre, 
there is seen the removal of nescience about that* Therefore, 
for the Vedantas, if they have the injunction of that (know* 
ledge) for purport, there is the contingence of being restate- 
ments* Now, since there is no learning (of word-sense) in 
respect of the existent, even the having of Brahman for 
purport is not possible ; if this be said, no ; for, in (sentences) 
like ‘The madhukara drinks honey from the freshly blossomed 
lotus’ for the person to whom the sense of the word ‘madhii- 
kara’ is not known, there is seen learning (of the word-sense) 
even in respect of an existent thing (the bee), because of 
proximity to (the other) known words. Nor may there be 
assumed the importation of what is to be accomplished, since 
there exists neither friiit nor evidence (therefor). Nor is this 
the fruit — that learning is (thus seen to be) not inconstant to 
what is to be accomplished; for, this (non-inconstancy) itself 
is not admitted up to now. Therefore, the validity of the 
Ved&ntas is in respect of Brahman alone. 

VI. Here some think (thus). There is indeed no oneness 
between the jiva and Brahman ; for in ‘Then, that supreme 
resplendent light which shines beyond this*' it is declared of 
Brahman denoted by the word 'light' that it exists outside the 
world (brahm&ndO', the cosmic sphere). If there be conflict 
with thesruti text about omnipresence, then, Brahman though 
present everywhere would have no contact with the jiva or 
the world, because of the ^rqti text ‘This Person, verily, is 
>Qb&ud,, III, xiii, 7 
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BO&ttocbed’i^ Ab for the 4ruti text ‘1 am Brahman'^ it lay* 
down contemplation in the form of a superimpoeed identity ; 
and from that contemplation release will result, like heaven 
from sacrifice. Nor if the Vedftntas have the injunction of 
contemplation for purport would there he non-estahlishment 
of the existence of Brahman ; for, on the principle of the 
section about the (physical forms of) deities, when there is 
neither establishment by other means of knowledge nor 
conflict (with such), validity is possible (for the Vedftntas) 
even in respect of their own sense (i. e. the existence and 
nature of Brahman). Nor, if Brahman be different from the 
jiva, is there conflict with the (Sruti text of non-duality ; for 
that text has for content Brahman who is above modifications 
(and is in Himself non-dual) ; and His oneness is admitted- 
Nor, if release be the fruit of a niyoga (injunction), is there 
non-eternity as for heaven etc. ; for the inferenc is sublated 
by the ^ruti text ‘He does not return’.’’ 

VIT. This is not soixnd ; for it is impossible for release, 
which has neither beginning nor end, to be accomplishable by 
an act in the nature of contemplation. Such 4ruti texts as 
‘And being (already) released, he is released’,"* ‘Being (already) 
Brahman, he attains Brahman’'’’ declare the beginninglessness 
of release. And such (texts) as ‘By knowledge, he enjoys 
immortality,’*’ ‘He who is well established in Brahman 
attains immortality’’^ declare (its) imperishability. Similarly 
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there is also to be called tip reasoning favourable to this 
(position)* And if release should have a beginning, there 
would follow its having an end. And if it should have an end, 
(then) because of fresh bondage, there is the contingence of a 
figurative sense for the word ‘release’. Similarly, if it be 
accomplishable by an act, then, as in the case of the fruit of 
prosperity, whereby can be prevented the relation to a body, 
senses etc., and the capacity to increase or decrease ? Since 
there is seen diversity among fruits of karma (action), release 
too, which is devoid of a body etc-, may be the fruit of that; 
if this be said, no ; for being devoid of a body etc. is of the 
very nature (of the self). It is thus. For the self, conjunc- 
tion with the body is not intelligible, since that (former) is 
partless; nor is inherence (intelligible), since in respect of the 
body there is not intimate causality (for the self) or the 
nature of the genus etc.; similarly is to be understood the re- 
futation of such (relation) as tadatmya (identity in difference) ; 
therefore, there being no real relation, non-embodiednes-s is 
natural ; being embodied, however, is the product of illusory 
cognition : this should be admitted. And illusory cognition 
is not removed by acts. Nor is it possible to say that release 
which is certainly non-embodied is modified in another way 
through acts; for, modification is impossible in the case 
of the immutable. 

VIII. Now, even thus, merely because cf being accom- 
plishable by contemplation, how is there for release establish- 
ment of increase etc.? If this be asked, it is said (in reply). 
Here, for the contemplation, is there or is there not any 
definition by its own nature or by number or by time? If 
not, then, in the case of contemplation, whose particularity 
has not been defined, the performance would be impossible. 
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If there is, then it should be exhibited- It is not indeed 
possible to show the definition of its own nature in the 
form * So much is this’ like the definition of the dar&i- 
pnrpamasa with its subsidiaries. Nor is there definition by 
number, since there is not seen any such rule as that a 
thousand or a hundred thousand cognitions are the means 
to release- Nor is there definition by time, since there is no 
evidence for a rule that there is release for one who has 
contemplated for one year or a hundred years or a thousand. 
If it be said that death alone is the limit (to contemplation), 
even thris, there is not obtained a uniform definition of the 
means, as for the dars i-purpamasa ; for since a person may 
die in a year or in ton or in a hundred or in a thousand, 
there is the contingence of increase or decrease through 
difference in persons- If it be said that the immediacy of 
what is contemplated is the limit, even thus, since for each 
one there is immediacy after a particular time, the increase 
and decrease in respect of the means remain the same; 
therefore even in respect of their fruit, release, increase and 
decrease are difficult to avoid ; for in ordinary experience 
and in the Veda, because of difference of degree in the act^ 
there is seen difference of degree in its fruit too. Nor may it 
be objected that though there be not uniformity for contem-. 
plation, there may be uniformity of the fruit, because of the 
sastra; for, if the sastra is otherwise unintelligible, it is nob 
possible to assume what is opposed to reason. Therefore, in 
conformity with such reasoning as that what is produced 
by an act is non>eterna1, there results non-etornality etc. 
for release (effected by an act) . 

IX. As for what was said, that this reasoning is sublated 
by the 4ruti declaration of non*return, that is unsound. 
Here, which is the sublater ? Is it the text ‘ He attains 
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Brahmaloka, he does not return or is it the text ' This 
path of the gods is itself the path of Brahma ; they who 
reach by this do not return to creation in the period of this 
Manu Not the first, since that is a denial of what is 
not contingent. There is indeed no contingence of return 
(even) at the time of attaining brahma-loka. If then the 
sentence-sense be assumed to be ‘ He will not return ’ that 
is not (admissible); for, there being conflict with such texts 
as * Therefore, just as the enjoyment acquired here by acts 
etc. and with inference, it is not possible to abandon the 
expressed sense and assume an unexpressed sense. On the 
second (text), however, the qualification ‘this’ shows return 
during the period of another Manu. Now, if for the text 
declaring non-return in this aeon, there be purport also in 
regard to the declaration of return, in another aeon, there 
would be sentence-split; if this be said, no, since the return (in 
another aeon) is presumptively implied (not expressed by the 
text). Otherwise this objection would be dillicult to answer 
in all statements with a qualification. Now this text apply- 
ing in each aeon negates return in each ; thence is presump- 
tively established the absoluteness of non-return. If this be 
said, no, because of difference in him who has attained (in 
each aeon). For in those who have attained in this aeon, 
there is return in a future aeon ; for those who attain in 
that kalpa there will be return in an aeon subsequent to 
that : thus should it be admitted, because of the futility 
otherwise of the qualification ( ' this ’ ). 

X. Now, then; let it be that release is certainly non- 
eternal, since even the non-eternab like heaven etc., is seen 
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to be a human goal ; and thus, release will be ac::omplishable 
by the act of contemplation- If this be said, is it in confer* 
mity with reasoning that it is said thus, or in conformity 
with sruti? Not the first; for, by all, Saftkhyas, Yogas, 
Vaiseeikas, Naiyayikas, Bauddhas etc-, the very persons who 
have the conceit that they know reasoning, it is certainly 
admitted in conformity with their respective systems that, 
when beginingless illusory cognition is removed by know- 
ledge of the truth, there is release, and that it is eternal. 
Not the second; for such sruti texts as ‘ He who knows 
thus “I am Brahman ” becomes all this ‘ Seeing this, the 
Bsi Vamadeva declared ‘ You are our father, 5’ou who 
make, us cross to the other side of nescience 'Again, 
at the end there is the removal of the nescience that is the 
world, ‘ They who know this become immortal which 
exhibit imperishable i'cleaso on the destruction of nescience 
that is certainly contemporaneous with the intuition of 
Brahman as the self, do not tolerate even the suspicion of 
the entry of any act (in the attainment of that)- 


Xr. Now, such sastra as ‘I am Brahman ’ has not for 
purport the oneness of Brahman and the self; but, when 
Brahman, that is different from the jiva, and is not opposed 
to any other means of valid knowledge, is understood from 
the sastra, that (kind of text) will have for puport one of 
these — imaginary identification, suiJerimposition, kriya-yoga 
and purification- Of these, what is called imaginary identi* 
fication is seeing a great thing in a small thing as substrate ; 
for example, in the mind which is small, there is, because of 
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Bimilarity in respect of the infinitude of its psychoses, the 
imaginary identification with the infinite All-gods and the 
conquest of the infinite worlds, since there is the sruti text 
* infinite indeed is the mind, infinite are the All-gods, he 
certainly conquers the infinite world thereby’.' Similarly, 
in the jiva, because of similarity in respect of the nature of 
intelligence, there is made the imaginary identification with 
Brahman, and Brahman is attained as the fruit- Superim- 
position, however, is seeing one thing in another ; for exam- 
ple, because of ths i^ruti text * The sun is Brahman there 
is the vision of Brahma in the sun which is not of the nature 
of Brahma ; similarly, here too, in the the jiva which is not of 
the nature of Brahma, there is the vision of Brahma. 
Of these (two), to treat the substrate as if non-existent and to 
contemplate the imagined alone ns principal is imaginary 
identification ; to contemplate the substrate itself as principal 
is superimposition ; thus is their discrimination. Kriya-yoga, 
however, is thus ; just as in the text ‘ Vayu verily is the 
devourer because of the relation to the act of devouring 
in that it devours fire etc., there is contemplation of Vayu as 
possessing the quality of devouring, similarly, in the case of 
the jiva, because of the relation to the sense of brli (growing) 
present in itself, there is contemplation as having the quality 
pf Brahman. And just as purification results for the paddy- 
grains etc-, the subsidiaries of ritual, by sprinkling, seeing 
etc-, similarly, for the self, which as agent is subsidiary to 
ritual, purification is effected by seeing it as Brahman. 

XII. This is not sound. Is it for fear of conflict with 
the presentation of difference between the jiva and Brahman 
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that there is assumed for the Vedantns purport in regard to 
imaginary identification etc. ? Or is it because there is no 
purport in regard to the oneness of the jiva and Brahman ? 
Or is it (assumed) in conformity with the fruit? Not the 
first; for even where there is non-difference, the presentation 
of difference is intelligible as between prototype and reflec- 
tion. Not the second ; for the oneness declared in ‘lam 
Brahman ’ is justified by the arthavada passage about entry 
in ‘That one entered here and by the condemnation of 
difference in ‘ Then, he who worships a different god, saying 
“ He is different, I am different*', he does not know Thus 
even in all (other) ^ruti texts, there are to be understood entry 
etc., which are marks of purport in regard to onenesss. Not 
the third. The removal of nescience and the identification 
of the self with Brahman are declared by sruti to bo the fruit. 
And that is not intelligible if the purport be imaginary 
identification etc,, for, in the case of imaginary identification 
etc., which are not of things as they are and are hence 
invalid cognitions, it is not possible that they can remove 
nescience ; further, there is contradiction in one being of 
the nature of another. Therefore, the Sastra has oneness 
for purport. 


XIII. Here some one says (thus). The jIva is different 
and non-different from Brahman. And thus there come to 
be reconciled the eternal release of Brahman and the eternal 
bondage of the jiva. If, however, there be absolute non- 
difference, how could Brahman itself create the world for 
its own transmigration ? And the attainment of impurity by 
the pure is contradictory. 
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' XIV. To this it ia said (in reply). Between the jiva 
and Brahman there does not exist the relation of the general 
and the particular, the relation of the quality and the pos- 
aessor of the quality, the relation of the effect and cause, the 
relation of the qualified and the pure, or the relation of part 
and whole, since there ia no evidence. Nor are difference 
and non-difference aeen anywhere in the absence of that 
(relation of one of the above kinds). If it be said that, 
because of the smrti ‘In the world of jivas, a part of me 
alone etc., there is the relation of part and whole, no; 
because of conflict with the 4ruti text ‘ without kalas’"^ which 
declares partleasness. The sruti text ‘ All beings are one 
quarter of him does not declare the relation of part and 
whole, but declares the little-ness of the jiva in order to 
declare the infinitude of Brahman ; otherwise in the case of 
Brahman with parts, there is the contingence of being 
created by the parta, as in the case of pot etc. Now partless- 
ness is of its nature; having parts is caused by adjuncts 
like the intellect ; hence there is not the said defect- If this 
be said, even thus real difference would not be established. 
Indeed, the partless ether cannot be really cut by the edge 
of a sword etc. If then, for the internal organ etc., there 
exist the capacity really to defferentiate Brahman, then, how 
could Brahman create adjuncts for its own evil ? Nor is 
that creation for the sake of the jiva, since prior to that 
creation the difference of jiva (from Brahman) is non-esta- 
blished. Nor do karma, nescience and residual impressions 
differentiate the jiva, though (themselves) non-existent prior to 
the origination of the internal organ ; for it is acknowledged 
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only of the substance, the internal organ, that it is 
an adjunct of the jiva; (the others not being substances 
cannot be adjuncts of the jiva, itself a substance). Now, as 
between the blue and the yellow (objects) difference is natural, 
while non ‘difference is conditioned by such generic nature 
as substance-ness ; if this be said, then, there would not be 
the apposition ‘ This self is Brahman for there is not 
the apposition ‘ The blue is the yellow Then (it may be 

said), difference is neither created, nor beginningless ; but 
being merely conditioned by adjuncts it is manifest in Brah* 
man ; then, this superimposition of that on what is not that 
could be only a delusion* How can difference based on valid 
evidence be delusive? If this be asked, no ; for in respect of 
the difference of the jiva from Brahman, perception etc. do 
not apply. As for revelation, that does not declare difference; 
on the contrary, in (the words) ‘This is thy self, the inter- 
nal roller, immortal,’^ it declares non -difference, and denies 
difference in ‘ Other than this there is no seer etc. Nor 
is this the evidence for difference, viz., the unintelligibility 
otherwise of the distinction between being a transmigrator 
and not being a transmigrator ; for non-difference too being 
accepted (by you) the non-distinction remains the same* 
Truly when the ether is defined by pot, and smoke etc. 
made to enter it, it is not possible to avoid the conjunction 
of ether (in general) with smoke: for the quality of 
etber-ness belongs to it only as including the part defined 
by the pot. Even if the Histinction be stated in dependence 
on the aspect of difference, then on our view too, why 
should there not be distinction through the conjunction 
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and non-coniunction of nescience etc- with Brahman ? Tf 
it be said that in respect of one and the same thing the 
existence and non-existence of conjunction are contradictory, 
no; for there is admitted by you the existence and non- 
existence of difference in the same place. What is called 
non-difference is not the non existence of difference, but 
another attribute called oneness ; if this be said, even thus, 
difference and non-difference are certainly contrary, since 
each is what removes the other. The oneness of the 
body and the self, cognised in the form 'I am a man’ 
is removed by the manifestation of difference between 
the body and the self in ‘I am not a man, but I am 
Brahman just as the difference cognised in ‘ There are 
two moons’ is removed by the cognition of the oneness of 
the moon- Therefore, you who are afraid of conflict, how 
do yon admit difference and non- difference ? Or, if that be 
admitted, what is your aversion to those (the existence and 
non-existence of conjunction) which can easily explain those 
two (difference and non-difference) in Brahman through the 
conjunction of nescience, on the analogy of the prototype 
and the reflection ? Nor is there for you any example of 
this, that while the jiva that is a part is a transmigrator, 
there is not that .(character) for Brahman, the whole- Indeed, 
when a part of a cloth or a part of the body is touched by a 
caodala or a person in pollution, it does not come about that 
the whole cloth or whole body need not be washed. There- 
fore, on your view, there is no n^n-transmigratoriness for 
Brahman ; on the contrary, being non-different from all 
jivas and all the worlds^ Brahman would see the entire host 
of defects in itself. And thus, the attainment of that kind of 
Brahman not being a human goal, the commencement of the 
iSaatra etc. would be unintelligible. For, even if by knowledge, 
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contemplation etc., one’s own adjunct be somehow resolved, 
it is not possible to resolve the adjuncts of all jivas with- 
out residue, so that in Brahman all defects could be 
remedied* On our view, however, in Brahman there is not 
any defect ; for in the case of the darkness etc* of the reflec- 
tion no relation is seen to the prototype* And the release 
from all adjuncts, through knowledge of the truth, is intelli- 
gible, since of all things whatever posited in dreams, there is 
seen the removal on waking* 

XV. All adjuncts being removed by the knowledge of 
the truth in the case of 6uka, Vamadeva etc., there is the 
contingence of the non-cognition of transmigration now ; if 
this be said, no, since that (objection) is common to your 
view too. Even if t'nerc be release for one jiva in one aeon, 
there having been release for infinite jivas in the infinite 
prior aeons, how could transmigration be cognised? The 
establishment of transmigration now, on the basis of 
experience, is common to both (of us). The justification, 
however, can be stated somehow by us alone, who maintain 
a single self. It is thus. You who ask of me about the dis- 
tinction between bondage and release, you alone, the substrate 
of all positing, the one homogeneous intelligence, are the self; 
other than you, all jivas, who arc released, being released, and 
to be released, are posited by your nescience, as in dreams. 
And the sruti, about the release of Vftmadeva etc., has the 
purpose of praising Brahman-knowledge, in order to interest 
you* And this being the case, the doubt ‘for whom are there 
bondage and release ?’ does not arise in the state of trans- 
migration or in the state of release. Thus, in the sight of 
each person, he alone is the self ; being thus taught by the 
preceptor and by ^ftstra, doubt does not arise for any one ; 
hence, what is unintelligible here? 
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XVL Therefore, since in the view of the self as one 
impartite essence there is no unintelligibility, when the true 
nature of the self is taught by the sastra with that purport, 
there being as of dreams the immediate resolution of nescience 
and its products in the non-dual Brahman, where is the 
occasion for the acts of contemplation in the form of imagi- 
nary identification etc, ? Hence it is that sruti denies Brahman 
being an object of contemplation> in ‘That which is not 
thought by mind, that by which, they say, the mind is thought, 
that alone is Brahman ; know that, not this (other) which 
this (world) contemplates’*^ Nor may it be thought that it 
may be the object even of contemplation just as it is the 
object of knowledge ; for, by the text ‘It is certainly other 
than the known, it is more than the unknown’^ its being the 
object even of knowledge is denied. Though not the object 
of knowledge, Brahman is figuratively spoken of as the 
object of knowledge through sastra, since there is the 
removal of nescience and its product by that psychosis of the 
internal organ, which is of the form of Brahman, the one 
impartite essence, is associated with the manifestation of 
intelligence, and is generated by the Sastra. Since by 
mere proximity it offers to this psychosis its own form 
consisting of the one impartite essence, there is for Brahman, 
as for the pot etc*, which offer their respective forms, objcct- 
nesB consisting in being pervaded by the psychosis ; with this 
in view, there (are) set out such 4roti texts as ‘By the mind 
alone is it to be perceived’,^ ‘This minute self is to be known 
by the mind’,* ‘That person propounded in the Upanisads’® 
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etc. Since in the Belf-luminons Brahman there is not, as in 
the inert pot etc., the possibility of an excellence of manifes- 
tation effected by the moans of valid knowledge, such 4ruti 
texts as ‘That Whence words turn bock’^ also declare non* 
object-ness consisting in non-existence of pervasion by the 
fruit (of knowledge). Nor is there absolute non-existence of 
fruit here; for, through the adjunct of ‘being manifested by 
a psychosis of the internal organ*. Brahman-intelligence itself 
is Qguratively spoken of as the fruit, inasmuchas even in 
pot etc., this alone is spoken of as the fruit. That has been 
said : ‘That consciousness, accepted as the fruit in external 
things, which are objects of knowledge, that itself is here the 
thing that is known, on the evidence of what is said in the 
Vedanta’.^ Therefore, Brahman-intelligence as deflned (by 
the psychosis) coming to have the state of fruit, in the penul- 
timate instant, removes in the final instant the psychosis that 
defines it. Since, subsequent to that, there is nothing that 
can define, it abandons the scate of fruit, and in the stage of 
release remains over as bare non-determinato intelligence. 
And this being the case, the eternally released Brahman itself, 
being refiected in its own nescience etc , attains the state of 
jlva, migrates, and by its own knowledge is liberated ; this is 
what is said. 

XVlI(a). Now, thus, if the jiva itself be Brahman, by 
the two words in sentences like ‘That thou art’ there would 
be repetition; to remedy this, difference and non -difference 
should be admitted. If this be said, no; for in that case, 
there would not be established the removal of (elements of) 
transmigration like the body, senses etc., by the knowledge 
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of the 8entence*seQse. It is thuB> Is it by reasoning that 
that removal is established^ or by such revelation as ‘The 
knot of the heart is cut’ ^ etc- ? Not the first; for on your 
view, the sense of the major texts being real difference and 
non-difiference from Brahman even for the jiva qualified by 
the body etc*, by the knowledge having that for sphere the 
removal of body etc* is impossible* Not the second; for 
the revelation which is a statement of the present C is cut’) 
is (but) an arthav&da, where there is conflict with competent 
non-cognition* If then the purport of the revelation be the 
removal of the body etc*, in the stage of release, even thus, if 
in the stage of release the element of difference be not removed 
for the jiva, then, in order to maintain that (difference) there 
should be admitted such adjuncts as body, senses, internal 
organ etc*; therefore, there would be no distinction from 
transmigration. And, if there be removal of the element of 
difference, then too the removal thereof is not from know- 

f 

ledge of the truth, since this cannot remove its own 
content, inasmuch as in your view, difference too is the 
content of knowledge of the truth. Nor is the removal of 
that through karmas, because of conflict with revelation ; for 
it is admitted of revelation that it declares difference and 
non-difference (co-existing) at all times. Nor on the view 
of difference cum non-difference is it easy to set forth the 
word-senses of ‘That’ and ‘Thou’. Of these, which is the 
jiva, the sense of the word ‘Thou’ ? Is it a whole (constituted) 
of the two elements — difference and non -difference, or is 
it the aggregate of the two elements, or is it but the two 
elements? Even on the first, if the element of non-difference 
be Brahman, then there would result Brahman’s being 
an element of the jiva and the jiva’s having parts* If then 
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the element of non-difference be not Brahman, then there 
would be bnt absolute difference. Not the second, because 
of the contingence of the jiva not being real; for there is not 
demonstrated an aggregate over and above the elements 
of the aggregate. Even on the third, is the element of non- 
differenoe itself the jiva ? Or is it the element of difference ? 
Or Is it each of the two elements separately ? Or is it the 
two elements reciprocally non-different ? Or is it (the two) 
even reciprocally different and non-different? Not the 
first, because of the contingence of jiva-hood for Brahman 
itself* Not the second, because of the contingence of 
absolute difference ; and thus there woiild not be established 
the empirical usage about knowledge of the truth, release 
etc* Not the third, because of the contingence of two jivas. 
Not the fourth, since then Brahman itself being the jiva, 
there is non-establishment of the empirical usage about 
bondage and release Not the fifth, because of the contingence 
of the infinite regress of difference and non-difference. And 
for whom is there the teaching of this ^&stra ? The teaching 
is not for the element of non-difference, since, being of the 
nature of Brahman, it does not require the teaching. Nor is 
the teaching for the element of difference, because of . the 
impossibility of the cognition T am Brahman’* If it be said 
that, because of non-difference at the stage of release, that 
cognition stands to reason, (no, since) for the element of 
difference non-difference is not possible, because of contradic- 
tion. Even such defect as nescience does not stand to reason 
in respect of the element of non-difference* because of (its) 
contingence in Brahman itself. Nor in respect of the element 
of difference, since there is no difference prior to the origi- 
nation of the adjunct (by nescience). If then the jiva be that 
part or whole which is of itself different without depending 
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OQ an odjupct, even thus, since on the perishing of that 
element the jiva wonid perish, whose release could be taught, 
inasmuchas the element of non-difference. Brahman, is 
eternally released? If release too be different and non-diffe- 
rent, then, there would be conflict with the. word ‘itself’ in 
‘ ile who knows Brahman becomes Brahman itself’^ and non- 
distinction from transmigration* 

XVIl(b). Nor are difference and non-difference needed 
for tl^e establishment of distinctions, such as that between 
heaven and hell, bondage and release ; for that is established 
somehow even through difference. Nor do the two stand to 
reason in one apd the same; for difference is relative to a 
substrate and a counter-correlate and that is not possible in a 
single thing that is non-different* The 4astra again through 
destroying difference, in ‘Other than that there is no seer’,^ 
etc*, declares non-difference alone in ‘ That is thy self but 
not difference and non-difference, If, then, between jIva and 
Brahman there is difference mm non-difference, since because 
of their nature there is difference while the non-differenoe is 
through such generic nature os (their) reality, substance-ness, 
etc*, then,. since their non-difference is known even through 
inference, there is futility of the ^astra* Thus, therefore, 
sinee the doctrine of difference mm non-difference is tainted 
with many defects, and since though the jiva is itself Brahman, 
two terms are used in the major texts (of the Vedanta), in 
order to remove the two-fold delusion of having a second and 
being remote (non-immediate), it is established that, when 
nescience is removed by the knowledge of the real, arising 
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from the text, there I'emains release, consisting in the eter* 
Daily established identity of Bi’ahman and the self, 

XVII r(a). He, however, who, intolerant of the eternally 
established character of release, postulates an injunction in 
respect of knowledge, for the sake of (exhibiting) the 
acoomplishability of that (release), he is to be asked ‘Is know- 
ledge enjoined, like sacrifice, etc ; for the rise of an unseen 
fruit, inherent in the or for an excellence of fruit in 

the object’causal’corr elate?' Not the first; for it is refuted 
by the contingence, even in release, of increase, decrease etc., 
in the relation of body, organs, etc., as in the fruit of (worldly) 
welfare. In the second too, what is this excellence ? Is it an 
origination, modification, attainment or purification? Not 
origination, because of the contingence of the impermanence 
of release as of pot etc- 

XVIII(b). In respect of this some say thus: for release 
even if originated, there is not the defect of non-eternality, 
since there is non-eternality only for what is accomplishable 
by an act while for release there is accomplishability by 
knowledge alone. Nor is there seen non-eternality for what 
is accomplishable solely by knowledge: for even of the residual 
impression which (is apparently knowlege-originated and) 
originates recollection, there is admitted (its) accomplishability 
by the (cognitive) act (not by knowledge as such). Now, even 
thus, only the removal of nescience is accomplishable by 
knowledge, but not release, the excellence present in the 
object-causal-correlate ; if this be said, no ; for the becoming 
Brahman is also accomplishable thereby, inasmuch as tadatmya 
(identity-in-difference) alone is admitted to be natural (not 
produced)- Absolute non-difference is the becoming Brahman, 
while tadatmya is non*differenco in general; this is the 
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distinction between them* Nor is there absence of evidence 
in respect of the removal of nescience and the becoming 
Brahman being both accomplishable by knowledge; for there 
exist both kinds of ^rnti texts ‘He who knows the self crosses 
sorrow’,* ‘He who knows Brahman becomes Brahman itself*.* 

XVIII(c). To this it is said (in reply)* Is release 
accomplished by such 4astra-generated right knowledge as has 
the becoming Brahman for content or by such as has for 
content t&datmya with Brahman ? Not the first : because of 
the contingence of the eternal establishment of the becoming 
Brahman. On the second too, if the becoming Brahman be 
accomplished because of the removal of the tad&tmya, then 
there would have been exhibited for that (cognition) the 
capacity to remove its own content. And tadatmya, because 
of removability by knowledge, would come to be non-real* If, 
however, tadatmya be not removed, becoming Brahman, 
characterised by absolute non-difference, does not fit in* 
Further, if removal of tadatmya were itself the becoming 
Brahman, then there would have be^n said (what we maintain) 
that the removal of nescience is itself release* If then the 
becoming Brahman be something other, then there should be 
demonstrated a removal of tadatmya, which is different both 
from becoming Brahman and tadatmya* Nor is this easy to 
demonstrate in the absence of absolute difference between the 
jiva and Brahman* And absolute difference is not admitted 
by you** What again is this which is said to be becoming 
Brahman ? Is it Brahman itself or the jIva itself or 

Vohand., VII, i, 8 
2Muv(l., m, ii. 9 

^On the reading 'atyantabheda^ oa,' the sense would be *And absolute non* 
difference is not admitted by you*. This hardly dts into the context. Nor 
is 'atyantAbhoda* more suitable in the previous sentence* 
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something other ? Neither of the first two, because of the 
contingence of non-accomplishability< Not the third, be- 
cause of not being demonstrated as either intelligent or 
non-intelligent. For, if non-intelligent, there is impossibility 
of becoming the intelligent Brahman ; even if (that be) 
intelligent, how can there be the becoming that (Brahman), 
being (itself) absolutely different (from Brahman) ? Further, 
if the jiva be ladatmya-qualified, then on the annihilation 
of this (qualification), he would be annihilated. If then he 
be devoid of tadatmya, then he would be only Brahman, 
since absolute difference is not admitted. Hereby is refuted 
even the view that there is difference between the jiva and 
Brahman* For there is no disparity between the positions 
of those who maintain tadatmya and (those who maintain) 
difference. As for the ^ruti text cited, about becoming 
Brahman, that is intelligible even as having for purport 
merely the manifestation of the eternally established Brah- 
man-being. Nor is eternality possible (even) for what is 
accomplishable by knowledge alone, since eternality is not 
seen for the residual impression that is the cause of recol- 
lection. If that too were act ‘generated, like the residual 
impression of the whirling of a wheel etc., there could not 
be causality in respect of recollection ; if it be said that 
though act-generated there is, for the residual impression 
called bbavana (disposition), causality in respect of recollec- 
tion, even thus, generation by an act conflicts with the 
co-presence and co-absence of cognition (as the cause). The 
residual impression in dispute is act-generated, since it is 
generated by what is other than Brahman-knowledge, like 
pot etc . ; if this be said, no ; because of inconclusiveness (of 
the probans) in the case of an act. For an act is generated 
not by an act, but by causal correlates, other than Brahman- 
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knowlege. Thus, therefore, on the view of the origination 
of release, non'eternality, as of pot etc-, is unavoidable. 

XVIII(d). Similarly even on the view of a modification. 
A modification like curds is indeed nowhere seen to be eternal* 

XVI 11(e). Even on the view of attainment, if Brahman 
be of the essential nature of the inner self, then an attain- 
ment preceded by an act does not fit in. Even if (it be) other 
than the self, if Brahman be omnipresent, the attainment is 
eternally established. If then (it be thought) Brahman is 
finite and situated outside the world, that is not (so), ^nce 
there is no evidence. As for the sastra, that exhibits only 
omnipresence, in the form ‘ all pervasive, the inner self of 
all beings’^. If it be said that it (Brahman) is assumed to be 
thus (outside the world), to remedy the contact (otherwise) 
with modifiations, no : for, though present in the midst of 
modifications, there is no contact therewith (for Brahman), 
because of being non-attached by nature ; otherwise, through 
being of intermediate size, there is contingence of having 
parts. Now, on the strength of texts declaring attain* 
ment, like ‘He who knows Brahman attains the highest,^ 
(there results) Brahman’s existence in a remote place ; if this 
be said, what is this attainment ? It is not the becoming 
Brahman, since it has been condemned (by you)- Nor is it 
another substance created by the two, jiva and Brahman, 
because of the contingence of the perishability of release* 
If, for (conserving) the eternality of release. Brahman’s 
omnipresence be admitted, since its having parts is impossible 
there could not at all be the origination of another substance 
(by it). If it be said that attainment is the relation between 

ISvet., VI, 11. 
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the jiva and Brahman, not ao. It is not identity (in difference) 
since between the atom and the infinite which are contraryi 
that is impossible. Nor is it inherence etc-, since between 
substances which are different no relation other than con- 
junction is possible, while in the case of conjunction, because 
of its termination by disjunction, there is established return 
(to transmigration). If it be said that on the strength of the 
4fi>stra there is non-return, then, since subsequent to the 
attainment of Brahman there is the declaration of indepen- 
dent rulership in ‘He becomes an independent ruler’^ there 
is the contingence of a multiciplicity of rulers (Isvaras). 
Therefore the text about the attainment of Brahman has 
this for content that on the removal of nescience there is 
for the jlva the manifestation of Brahman that is its own 
nature. 

XVIII(f). How then is there declared for release depar- 
ture through the artery in the head, in 'Going up by that, he 
attains immortality’?-^ If this be asked, not so. What is 
(here) called immortality is not release, but abiding for a 
long time in the highest world; for there is smvti ‘Abiding 
till the dissolution of the elements is called immortality’; for, 
otherwise, there is the contingence of release even for those 
who contemplate symbols and go up by the artery in the 
head. Nor is this acceptable, since it is ascertained in one 
of the sections (of the Brahma Sutras) that their going is 
only up to the world of lightning. Even then, because of 
the text ‘He takes them to Brahma’-^ some non-human 
person appears before them, takes hold of those who con* 
template Brahman, passes the worlds of Varuna, Indra and 
iChand. , VII, %xv, 3, 
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Prajspati, which are above the world o£ lightning, and 
makes them reach Brahma; thus departure alone is cognised for 
the sake of release. If this be said, no; for that going relates 
to the created Brahma. Nor may it be objected that the 
supreme Brahman alone is to be apprehended here, because 
of the recurrence of the sense of bfh (in that alone); for the 
word ‘Brahma’ is conventionally established in respect of 
the created Brahma* And conventional usage is stronger 
than the etymological, since it is the cause of quicker 
comprehension* If it be said that there is conventional 
usage in respect of the supreme Brahman too, even thus? 
since in another sruti text, in the same context, (in the 
words) ‘He takes them to Brahma-loka’’- there is used the 
word ‘world (loka)’ signifying a particular place of enjoy- 
ment, and since in other branches too (of the Veda) there 
are cognised such objects of enjoyment as tank, fig-tree, 
palace, door-keeper, dwelling, hall, and bed, that (Brahma) 
is ascertained to be but the created Brahma* Further, if 
for those who go by the path of light etc* there be the 
attainment of Nirguua Brahman, there wonld be that (attain- 
ment) even for house-holders possessing the knowledge of 
the five fires* Nor does it stand to reason to say that the 
word ‘them’ in ‘He takes them to Brahma’ relates to others 
than these who possess the knowledge of the five fires; for 
only those who possess the knowledge of the five fires belong 
principally to the context, and there is the contingence 
of no fruit being mentioned for them* Further, if the fruit 
be of a single form for all those who contemplate Brahman, 
then, the increase or decrease of contemplation through 
increase or decrease of the qualities (contemplated) would 
be futile. And thus there would be conflict with the 
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principle that because of the magnitude of the act there is 
fuagnitude of the fruit. If then that fruit (be admitted to) 
have increase and decrease, then, it is not the attainment of 
Brabman untouched by modification, since that (increase 
etc-) does not exist in that (Brahman). Further, if the fruit 
of the contemplation of Vai^vanara be admitted to be the 
attainment of the three worlds as the body, then, how 
would that be justified in respect of Brahman that is 
unrelated to modification? If then that (fruit) be not 
admitted, then there would, be conflict with the ^ruti text 
'The mode in which he contemplates it, that alone he 
becomes’. Further, if by the resolve (to see) the fathers etc., 
there be not the enjoyment (of seeing them etc-), in the 
Brahman that is unrelated to modification, there would be 
conflict with the ^ruti text about the resolve (to see) the 
father etc.; if there be (that enjoyment), Brahman not in 
the midst of modifications would (yet) be associated with the 
fathers etc. Further, since even he who has attained 
Brabman not in the midst of modifications would be 
Brahman itself, in such sruti texts as ‘By the mind perceiving 
those objects of desire, he delights,’ 'He who has attained 
thereby the world of the fathers rejoices’^ there would have 
been shown enjoyment through means, in the case of 
Brahman itself; and thus would be contradicted its having 
all desires already realised. And creation would have been 
prompted for its own benefit. Then it may be said : by 
the resolve (to see) the fathers etc., there is not declared 
enjoyment in Brabman; but since all material happiness is 
included in Brahman-bliss a particular mode of Lordship is 
(here) figuratively spoken of- That is not (so), since it is 
not possible to assume figurativeness in the case of 
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numerous iruti texts: further there is the contingence of 
fruitlessness for the fourth chapter, which ascertains that 
(fruit). Farther, if, for him who has attained Brahman not 
in the midst of modidcation. there be a subtle body, the 
4ruti text about the dissolution of the kalBs would be 
Bublated; if there be not (a subtle body), the Sruti text ‘By the 
mind perceiving these’ etc. would be sublated. Further, if 
the cause of the dissolution of his subtle body be knowledge 
alone, then there would be dissolution at the time of 
departure (of the gross body) because of the consumption 
(then) of the karma that originates the subtle body. If it 
(the cause) be the touch of the hand of the non-human 
person (who guides), even then, it (the dissolution) would be 
in the world of lightning. In either case, the dissolution of 
the subtle body is not beyond this world (Brahm5n(]la). Fur- 
ther, on the view of the jlva as due to adjuncts, the going of 
the jlva to Brahman not in the midst of modifications is not 
possible; for in the case of what is partless and defined, like 
the pot-ether, it is not possible to raise it or carry it* And in 
raising it, that locality would become devoid of Brahman; 
and higher up there would result the increase of Brahman. 
Therefore, because of the motion of the adjunct, there is 
the delusion of motion in the self. Now, for the 
adjunct too, motion is not possible, since its material cause, 
Brahman, is devoid of motion; truly* when the clay is 
motionless, there is no motion for the pot. If this be said, 
thus, then, like the motion in dreams, the appearance of 
motion etc., is an expression of maya. Thus, therefore, 
attaiment too as preceded by an act is not intelligible in the 
case of the supreme Brahman : this is established. 

XVIII(g). Even on the view of purification, purification 
consisting in the addition of merit is not possible in respect 
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of Brahman, aince it is of a nature to which excellence 
cannot be added. Nor is (phrification) consisting in the 
removal of defect (possible), since in the eternally pure nature 
there is no defect. Then yon may think: just as in the mirror 
though flawless by nature there is through the act of rubbing 
the removal of impurity produced by contact with something 
else, similarly, in the self too, let there be through activity 
the removal of defect produced by nescience. Here, it must 
be stated (by you) : is the removal of defect by an act located 
in the self or by one located, in something else? Not the 
flrst, since activity is unintelligible in the omnipresent, 
partlesB self. Not the second; for, there being no conjunction 
of the inner self with other substances it is not the content 
of acts located in those. Then, though there be no motion 
and transformation in the self, there may be the removal of 
defect by contemplation of Isvara, like the removal of poison 
by the meditation on spells and deities. If this be said, no ■ 
for, if that defect be absolutely real, its removal is not possible 
without a modification in its locus; and of the self modification 
is not possible, because of the smyti ‘This is said to be un- 
changing’.' If the defect be of the natui’e of nescience, its 
removal could be by knowledge alone, not by an act. Now, 
by acts like bathing, and ceremonial sipping (prescribed) in 
the ^astra, there is declared, in respect of the self, purification 
consisting in the addition of merit. If this be said, no, since 
that is declared only of the self as qualified by the internal 
organ. Indeed, that fruit is not possible for the adjunctless 
self which does not perform dharma or its opposite. There- 
fore purification too is not possible in respect of the self. 
And thus, since it is difficult to imagine the four kinds of 
fruit beginning with origination, in regard to release, and 
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Binoe other than these there is no fruit of activityj release is 
the sphere of knowledge alone, not of activity. 

XIX. Now. cognition too, like contemplation is an act 
of the mind ; if this be said, no, since because of the fruit as 
well as the cause there is difference between cognition and 
activity. For, the manifestation of the object is the fruit of 
cognition ; and since it is of the nature of the self it is 
unoriginated. As for the appearance of its origination, 
that has for adjunct the origination of what manifests it, the 
psychosis of the internal organ- Not thus is the fruit of 
the contemplative act unoriginated; for by the contemplation 
of Garuda, deities etc., there is seen the origination even 
of fruit not already existent, such as the removal of poison, 
subjugation, and attraction. And the cause of the contem- 
plative act is the effort preceded by human desire generated 
by an injunction, not the existence of the content; for, 
though the content does not exist, there is seen through 
prescription such contemplation as of the woman as lire. 
Cognition, however, which is originated by the means and 
object of valid knowledge, does not conform to human desire, 
since even for him who does not desire it, there is seen 
the cognition of evil smell etc. Though in inference, verbal 
testimony etc-, there is no invariability of the cognition 
being generated by the object of knowledge, as that is 
impossible in the case of the cognitions of past and future 
objects, yet even there the cognition is dependent only on 
thejproians, the word etc., and not dependent on human 
desire; hence it is certainly different from activity. 

XX. Now^ other than a succession of conjunctions and 
disjunctions, there is no activity at all, wherefrom the diffe- 
rence of cognition copld bc made out- For, everywhere, it is 
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in the hawk etc-, that possess conjanction and disjunction, 
that there arises the cognition 'It moves’* Nor may it be 
sai^ that thus there is contingence of the cognition of motion 
even in the post which possesses conjunction and disjunction 
with the hawk; for that (cognition) is admitted only in 
respect of conjunction and disjunction with a particular part 
of ether; the post, indeed, is not conjoined with or disjoined 
from particular parts of ether* Therefore, since there is no 
undue extensiveness, there is no activity other than the 
uggi^egate of conjunctions and disjunctions. 

XXI(a). If this be said, not so; for in the case of the 
glow-worm, enveloped in intense darkness, where, the ether 
being invisible, conjunction and disjunction with particular 
parts of it are uncognised, there does exist the cognition 'It 
moves’* Therefore, activity, other than conjunction etc , is 
established by perception* 

XXI(b)* The Prabhakara, however, who thinks activity 
is always an object of inference, sets forth this syllogism* 
What are in dispute, viz , the original conjunction and dis- 
junction, are generated by an excellence present in their locus 
and originated in the immediately preceding instant, since 
they are adventitious to an already existing svbstance, like 
the effect generated by conjunction and disjunction ; here, 
that which is this excellence would itself be activity. Lest 
there be establishing the established, in respect of Kvara’s 
desire, it is said (of the excellence) ‘ originated ’. In order to 
exclude the unseen potency generated by the conjunction 
of the self and the mind, (it is said) ' in the immediately 
preceding instant’. In order to exclude inconclusiveness in 
respect of the whiteness etc., originated (even) along with the 
substance, (it is said) ‘in an already existing substance.’ 
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XXI(c). (It is) not thus. Is the excellence established 
here of both the conjuncts or of one alone? Or is unqualified 
excellence alone (established) ? Not the first, since it does not 
exist in such conjunction as that of hawk and post, that 
(conjunction) being generated by the activity of one of the 
two (not both). Not the second, because of the impossibility 
of the probandum (the excellence), in the conjunction of 
wrestlers, goats etc-, generated by the activity of both. On 
the third too, this excellence called activity, is it originated 
only from the permanent substance? Or from another 
excellence? On the first, from that substance,- let there be 
the origination even of conjunction and disjunction ; what of 
this excellence? On the second, there is the contingence of 
infinite regress. Then it may be thought: the conjunction 
of the earth and the feet arises through an act located in the 
foot ; and that act does not arise through another act, but 
through the conjunction of the foot with the self making 
effort; hence there is no infinite regress. Then, since it is 
possible to say even of the conjunction of the foot with the 
self making effort that it is the cause of the conjunction 
of the earth and the foot, activity would not be established. 
Therefore, activity is not an object of inference, but is 
certainly perceptible- Nor may it be asked how, in the case 
of a momentary act, there can be cognition generated by 
sense-contact, which abides in two instants; for, as in the 
case of a sound, lightning etc., there is no confiict- And 
therefore, the difference of cognition from activity established 
by perception is intelligible. 

XXII(a)- Now, cognition too, sihee it is of the nature 
of a modification of the internal organ, is certainly an act 
True ; even thus, since there is no dependence on the person, 
as in contemplation, there is certainly difference from activity 
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capable of being enjoined. Just as the contemplation of the 
woman as fire, which is generated by an injunction, can, in 
dependence on the person’s desire, be performed, not performed 
or performed otherwise, not thus, in the case of the well 
known fire, can the cognition of fire be laid down or per- 
formed according to human desire ; for, even if there be desire, 
that cognition does not arise in the absence of the contact 
with fire for the sense of sight or the sense of touch, co-ope- 
rating with the mind; when, however, there is that contact, 
cognition arises even without desire. As for performing 
otherwise, that is far removed. Indeed, the fire existing in 
front cannot even by the most skilled be cognised in the form 
of pillar etc. How then is there the cognition of snake in the 
rope? If this be asked, no, since it is an appearaqce of 
cognition. And even this appearance is not dependent on the 
person, since it arises even for him who does not desire it and 
trembles. 


XXII(b). Now, in ordinary experience, when commanded 
by some one ‘See this fire’, the other too, turning towards it 
through his own desire, sees it ; when, however, there is no 
desire, then, turning away from it or closing his eyes, he does 
not see it; similarly, because of the ^astra, he sees the ahava* 
niya-fire etc., as endowed with the organs etc* (of a woman). 
How, then, is there not for the person freedom in respect of 
performance, non-performance or performance otherwise in 
relation to cognition ? 

XXII(c). It is said (in reply). Turning towards and 
turning away are causal aggregates in respect of seeing and 
not seeing. That being the case, the freedom of the person 
is only in respect of the act that brings that (turning) about, 
but not in the cognition and non-cognition. Therefore when 
36 



620 VlVABA^APBAMfitA.SA]itGBAHA [IX, Xl^tU 

it is said ‘See’ there results this meaning ‘Acquire the causal 
Aggregate’* If cognition were generated by human effort, 
then, there would not be the origination of the second, third 
and other such cognitions in a continuous stream (of cogni* 
tion), since the first cognition alone is inevitably consequent 
on the effort. It is not indeed seen, in the case of the act of 
motion etc., generated by effort, that the succession (of the 
act) is originated even by a single effort. If then it be said 
that in the release of an arrow, in the whirling of a wheel 
etc., the succession of activity arises even from the first effort, 
that is not (so) ; for each successive activity there is generated 
by the residual impression called velocity. Nor is there such 
a residual impression in the cognitions of a continuous stream. 
Nor may it be said that from the residual impression generated 
by the first cognition, there may be generated the succession 
of each subsequent cognition : for in that case there is the 
contingence of the nature of memory (for such cognition) ; 
and if of the nature of memory, there is the contingence of 
sense'contact etc* not being required* Therefore because of 
the second, third and other cognitions being dependent on 
means of valid knowledge, that nature has to be predicated 
even of the first cognition ; hence, the co*presence and co* 
absence of effort are intelligible as relating to the bringing 
about (if the causal correlate of the means of valid knowledge. 
Thus, even memory-cognition is dependent on the calling up 
of residual impression, (and) not dependent on human effort ; 
for, when by the sight of a similar or because of unseen 
potency a residual impression is called up, there is seen, even 
without effort, the memory of an undesired object* If in 
some particular cases of memory there be seen the need for 
effort, even then by effort arises only concentration of the 
poind known by the other name of ...thinking (cintft), but not 
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memory ; and by that concentration, the residual impression 
is called up< That has been said; ‘The (cognition of the) 
similar, unseen potency, thinking etc* are those which call np 
the cause of memory’. 

XX[I(d). As for the looking on the iihavaniya etc. as 
a body, in dependence on the ^astra, since there exists here 
the form of some deity of the ahavaniya, this mediate cog- 
nition relating to a particular form is not dependent on the 
person for, even without effort, it arises even from the 
words expressing the particular form. As for the meditation 
of the cinders present before one as possessing that particular 
form, that is not cognition, since it is not of the object as 
it is; Nor may it be asked how if it be not of a thing as 
it is it could be of the nature of ^astra; for, the ^astra does 
not declare limbs like hands and feet in respect of the 
cinders, since in that case there is the contingence of con- 
flict with perception. What then ? It declares that by 
contemplation, though having for its sphere an object not 
as what it is, a particular fruit is to be accomplished. Nor 
is this relation of end and means illusory. Therefore though 
the contemplation be of an object not as what it is, there 
is no detriment whatever to the Sastra. And it is certainly 
admitted by us that contemplation is dependent on the 
person, since it is of the nature of a contemplating activity. 

XXII(e). Now, contemplation too is certainly not 
dependent on a person, since it is of the nature of memory- 
cognitions in a continuous stream ; if this be said, no ; for, 
memory is impossible in respect of what has not been experi- 
enced. In the case of the woman etc., the nature of fire etc. 
has not indeed been experienced anywhere. Nor may it be said 
that because of the revelation 'The woman, verily, O Gautama, 
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is fire’ ' there is that experience- Is it that there arises 
valid knowledge from this revelation, or erroneous experience? 
On the first, from the text whose purport is the valid know- 
ledge of woman as fire the injunction of contemplation 
would not result. If then this text has the injunction for 
purport, then the woman being fire could not be validly 
known. If both be the purport there is sentence-split and 
the contingence of the two contradictory sets of three 
(consequences)- And in the valid knowledge of w’oman as 
fire there is conflict with perception. Not the second, since 
in the case of a revealed text free from flaws, the causality 
of erroneous experience is impossible. Therefore through 
this text it is not possible to expei’ience the identity of the 
well known woman and fire- What then ? Just as for bodily 
activity of the nature of the dar^ia-pUrnamasa (sacrifice) there 
is instrumentality to heaven cognised from the text about 
it, similarly even from this text there is cognised of some 
mental act the instrumentality to a particular fruit. Then, 
the two words- woman and fire, would be futile; if this be 
said, no, since they offer a particular form to the mind that 
undergoes activity. For example, in 'Sip from the hand 
(cupped) in the form of a cow’s ear’, the word 'cow’ or the 
word ‘ ear ’ merely intimates in respect of the hand, the 
subsidiary to sipping, a form similar to what is denoted by 
itself, but does not declare the well known sense (of either 
word) ; similarly why should not even the words ‘ woman ’ 
and ‘fire’ while certainly not teaching their own respective 
well known senses, offer to the mind, the subsidiary of con- 
templation) a form like to that (of their respective senses) ? 
Nor may it be said that since the identity of woman and fire 
is absolutely non-existent, the intimation of a form similar to 
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that does not stand to reason. Is it that for the word there 
is not the capacity to intimate a form which is absolutely 
non-existent ? Or is it that for the mind there is not the 
capacity to take on that form ? It is impossible to declare 
either. For, the word ‘ human horn ’ is cognised to intimate 
a form of relation between ‘ man ’ and ‘ horn ’ though this 
(relation) is absolutely non existent ; and the mind takes on 
that form. And therefore, contemplation is the stream of 
mental acts quali lied by the form intimated by the i^ruti, 
but not a stream of recollection. 

XXII(f). Now, though in respect of a non-existent 
content, there be no confusion between the streams of 
contemplation and of recollection, yet, the contemplation 
prescribed in respect of an existent content* such as the 
four-armed Vi?HU etc., experienced through the i^astra, is not 
distinguished from the stream of recollection ; if this be 
said, no ; for, in the case of a form experienced mediately 
(through ^astra), there is enjoined the recall in relation to 
the immediately experienced salagrama idol etc. ; since for 
this there is no earlier experience, its being of the nature of 
recollection is impossible. Even in respect of things imme- 
diately experienced, recollection is distinct from contempla- 
tion. It is thus. When after having studied in youth 
there has been a considerable interval of time, and then, by 
reflecting and concentrating the mind for a long while on 
each text, one cognises each text in the very same way as 
one studied it, that is recollection. And here the person is 
not free ; for though concentration of mind is secured with 
effort memory does not arise in respect of some particular 
text. Nor can even the recalled text be recalled otherwise 
(than as it is), because of the coutingence (then) of its not 
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being a Vedic text Nor can it be forgotten at one’s will ; 
for even m the case of one who does not desire, (e>g-) at the 
time of pollution, sometimes the recollection of Vedic texts 
cannot be helped. Therefore that is said to be memory, which 
is incapable of being performed or not performed or per- 
formed otherwise (at one’s will), does not go beyond the 
thing as experienced, and is dependent only on the calling up 
of the residual impression of that (experience). Contem- 
plation, however, is the unfettered. assumption — which in 
ordinary experience is called manor&jya (bnilding castles in 
the air) — of attributes which exist or do not exist, in respect 
of a thing, whether experienced or not experienced. Nor in 
this is a person other-dependent, since there is not required 
any means other than one’s own desire and the mind. 

XXIT(g). Then even untrue 4astra would in conformity 
with one’s own desire bring about the contemplation of 
deities etc. ; if this be said, true ; whereby can that be helped ? 
Manorajya cannot indeed be prevented whether by the king 
etc* or by iastra. However, in the contemplation declared 
by ^astra, there is the. particular fruit stated by ^astra. not 
in any other (contemplation) ; for in the case of what is not 
seen, in respect of the relation of end and means, the iastra 
is the controller. Nor may it be asked how it is that even 
the ^astra declares a particular fruit through contemplation 
whose sphere is a thing not as it is. We are not indeed 
capable of questioning the dastra since the might of the tostra 
is unthinkable. Otherwise, where is the offering of the 
oblation ? And where is heaven ? What is the intelligibility 
that you see here (in the attainment of the latter by the 
former) ? Even if, because of dullness of faith, you assume , 
•opna 4eity of the nature of woman-fire Mrd declare tbat tbe 
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contemplation thereof relates to a thing (as it is), then even 
in ‘The stake is the sun’j ‘ The strew is the sacrificcr ’ etc-, 
there would result validity in respect of their own sense, 
through the assumption of deities with the respective forms- 
As for confiict with perception etc., that applies equally 
to you too. Not thus is there the denial even of deities 
like Indra ; for, in the case of the mantras and arthavBdas 
which declare that, there is no conflict with other means 
of knowledge. Now in all things whatsoever, there are 
deities for whom there is conceit (in them), since this is 
accepted hy the aphorist in respect of ‘The earth said’, ‘The 
waters said’ etc; if this be said, then, here too let. there be 
two deities, one having conceit in flre and the other having 
conceit in woman. And these two deities are not here the 
objects of contemplation, but the identity of woman and 
fire. Nor is there possible a deity having conceit in the 
identity which is untrue ; for, there would be undue exten* 
siveness in respect of the human horn etc- Nor may it be 
taught that there may be some deity called woman-fire ; for 
if it (woman-fire) be a bare name, there is futility in making 
the imaginary identification of the parts of woman with 
corresponding parts of fire- Such identification is indeed 
made in the sruti in ‘The woman, verily, O Gautama, is fire ; 
her genital organ itself is the fuel ; her pubic hairs are the 
smoke ; her yoni is the flame’ etc. Then, the supreme Lord, 
who is the dispenser of the fruit of this contemplation, will 
Himself be the deity of this ; even thus, He is not the object 
of contemplation here. It is not indeed appropriate to 
meditate on the internal ruler of all, the Lord of the world', 
in the form of the intensely disgusting parts of a woman - 
If it be said that there is no conflict, because of the supreme 
Lord being the self of all,' then, because of the ^riiti text 
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supported by reasoning, ‘In the mode in which one meditates 
on that, that alone one becomes’ the attainment of the form 
of what is contemplated being understood to be the fruit, 
there results for the meditator the attainment of the nature 
of the disgusting parts of a woman or the attainment of the 
nature of fire ; this being the case the knowledge of the five 
fires would have only evil fruit. If then on the strength 
of specific sastra, the fruit here be the attainment of Brahma- 
loka, then when the fruit results even on the strength of 
that, even in the absence of a deity contemplated, by con- 
templation which (thus) does not relate to an entity, for 
you who consider yourself a devotee of the sastra, there 
ought not to be undue attachment to the relation of con- 
templation to an entity (as it is). 

XXII(h). Then it may be said : in the smrti ‘ In case 
of all minor sins and (even) major sins, one is to enter on 
the (first) quarter of the night and practise the contemplation 
of Brahman, ’ there is understood the contemplation of an 
entity as it is. Here, does it relate to what is an entity from 
the view-point of the contemplator, or from the viewpoint 
of iastra. Even on the first, if the contemplator knows that 
Brahman is the self, then, he is not eligible in respect of 
an expiatory act, since there is no relation of sin etc- (to 
him). If then he does not know (that), then, how could he, 
cognising the self as qualified by the internal organ, and 
Brahman as remote, think that the contemplation ‘ I am 
Brahman ’ relates to an entity (as it is) ? Not the second ; 
for the contemplator contemplates the Brahman-hood of the 
self qualified by the internal organ. Though here, leaving 
out the aspect of the internal organ, the Brahman-hood of the 
intelligence-aspect is in accord with sastra, yet with that 
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much the contemplation does not relate to an entity <a thing^ 
as it is). Otherwise, on this principle, in the case of cogni- ' 
tions of nacre-silver etc., which accord in part (with experi- > 
ence, in respect of the this-element) and in the case of cogni- 
tions which are generated by fallacions | 7 ro&ans etc., (and yet) 
accord by chance (with experience) there is the cbntingence of 
validity because of relating to entities (as they are). Now, 
since even for those who know the Brahman-hood of the self, . 
there is seen the empirical usage ‘Let us perform the , 
contemplation of Brahman’, contemplation has for content an 
entity (as it is); if this be said, no : for, when because of the 
strong residual impression of the past one slips away from 
the experience of the Brahman *hood of the self, in that state 
alone, there is such empirical usage. Those who are 
experiencing the Brahman-hood of the self are not indeed 
capable of such empirical usage. For, in the world, Devadatta, . 
while experiencing his human nature, does not indulge in 
the usage ‘I contemplate or shall contemplate being human’. 
Now in ‘She whose husband is away meditates on the 
husband’ there exists the empirical usage of meditation even 
as relating to an entity; if this be said, no ; for, the word 
‘meditation’ there secondarily implies recollection relating to 
the formerly experienced husband. Or else, let there be 
meditation even in the principal sense in that she who is 
suffering from the absence (of her lord) is building castles in 
the air (or indulging in flights of fancy); thereby, what is the 
obstacle to the free appetency of a person in respect of 
meditation which (thus) does not relate to an entity (as it is)? 

XXI I (i). Now, even by a single effort there is seen the 
continuance of contemplation for a whole hour : here, leaving 
out the first activity of the mind, for the remaining activities 
of theHhe mind there is no need for effort ; hence on the 
37 
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analogy of a Ruccessive stream of cognition, the non*require* 
ment of that (effort^ follows even for the first (mental activity); 
therefore, let us accept effort only in respect of securing the 
causal aggregate ; and thus there would not be for contempla* 
tion a distinction from cognition, effected by the dependence 
(of the former) on the person* 

XXIKj). If this be said, is it that there is continuance 
of contemplation (resulting) from a single effort, even for 
those who practise it now ? Or only for these who are expert 
in practice ? Not the first, because of conflict with experience. 
Not the second ; for, in the case of the separate efforts which 
certainly exist for each activity of the mind, there is no 
conceit (of their existence), because of (being) concealed by 
the expertness in practice* For example, in the case of a 
year*old child, at the time of first practising to walk, there is 
manifested a separate effort for each foot-step, but there is 
not such manifestation of that (effort) in walking fast. Not 
is it that there is no separate effort here ; for it is manifested 
in an uneven place by uneven steps, falling etc. Thus, in 
conformity with the first contemplation, distinct efforts are to 
be understood even for him who is endowed with expertness 
in the practice of contemplation* 

XXll(k). Or else, just as, though a crooked arrow is 
devoid of velocity, there is velocity for that itself when 
straightened, similarly, for mind, though devoid of velocity 
prior to the practice of contemplation, let us assume the 
saipskarn called velocity when straightened by the practice ot 
contemplation. On this view too , there is not removed the 
dependence of contemplation on effort; for in the case of 
motion too, as in the case of the arrow, for the first activi^ 
effort is inevitable* Not thus are separate efforts capable of 
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being assumed in the eontinned stream of cogaitiom Just 
as in the first contemplation whose content has not been 
practised, there isb^ween each pair of repetitions a lapse of 
time indicating separate effort, not thus is there that 
indicator) even in the first continuous stream of cognition ; 
for in respect of this which is generated by the relation of 
metuts of valid knowledge to the object of valid knowledge, 
there is seen no distinction between the child and the elder. 
If, then, velocity be some-how assumed for the mind, in order 
to explain the snccession of . transformations in the form of 
the second, third and other <such) cognitions, even thus, 
since the first cognition is not an immediate consequent 
of effort, the cognition is not dependent on the person. Truly, 
cognition does not arise even in immediate succession to 
effort ; but where by that effort there has been secured the 
causal aggregate, viz., means of valid knowledge etc., it arises 
subsequently. Similarly even the removal of nescience is not 
what comes into being immediately after effort. What then? 
When by effort there has been secured the causal aggregate 
that is opposed (to nescience), it is removed subsequently. 
And thus the causal aggregates being dependent on the person, 
there is for disputants the delusion that cognition itself can 
be performed or not performed (at will) by a person. As for 
performance otherwise, that, it was said earlier, is not to be 
suspected at all, in the case of cognition. Nor is it possible 
to say that contemplation too is dependent on the causal 
aggregate secured by effort, (but) hot dependent on effort, 
since (for that) there is no causal aggregate other than 
effort. Therefore, in the case of contemplation, it is easy to 
perform or not perform even directly without the interposition 
of any other. As for performance otherwise that is possible 
without any hindrance. 
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XXIIO). Thus, therefore, cognition has an nnoriginated 
fruit, relates to an entity, and is generated by the means of 
valid knowledge; contemplation has an originated fniit, is 
not dependent on an entity, and is generated merely by a 
person’s desire : thus, between cognition and contemplation 
though equal in respect of being mental, there is established 
great difference . in respect of the fruit, the content and the 
cause. And this being the case. Brahman-knowledge, which 
QOt being dependent on the person is incapable . of being 
practised, is not capable of being enjoined : hence the tavya:- 
sufiBx in ‘The self verily is to be seen*' should be understood 
jto mean worthiness (to be seen). 

XXIII* How then is there the injunction of sight in 
‘See the self in the self alone’ If this be asked, we say 
that it is to be explained as an injunction of turning in> 
wards etc*, which are instrumental to the sight* And it 
has been explained by us, in the third varnaka of the first 
aphorism, as having for purport the injunction of inquiry. 
Therefore, since by a consideration of release, a consideration 
of Brahman that IS incapable of being originated etc*, and, 
a consideration of knowledge, an injunction is impossible, 
'the Yedftntas should be admitted to culminate in the true self 
which is not an object to be abandoned or accepted. 

XXIV. Now, since the self ascertained through the 
cognition ‘1’ is subsidiary to activity, even for the Vedantaa 
culminating in that (self) there would be syntactical unity 
with the texts enjoining ritual activity ; if this be said, no ; 
for the Ved&ntas culminate only in that self which is not 
knowable in other ways and is devoid of relation to act and 
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causal correlate. By the author of the smrti ‘ The Vedas 
have agnihotra as the fruit : study has character and conduct 
as the fruit’, the whole Veda is applied to dharma; if this be 
^aid, no ; for the sense of this earlier (mentioned) smrti should 
be ascertained in dependence on such ^ruti and smrti texts as 
‘I ask you about that person propounded in the Upanisads*,^ 
* That state which all Vedas declare ‘ I alone am the object 
of knowledge by all the Vedas’.® 

XXV* Now, Jaimini, who says 'Since Scripture is for 
the sake of ritual, there is futility for those which are not for 
that purpose’,^ thinks thus. Immediately after hearing the 
words uttered by the superior elder, seeing the activity of the 
intermediate elder, the learner infers for him (the intermediate 
elder) the knowledge of what is to be done (as resulting) 
through that (word of a superior) and thus cognises the 
capacity of the word in respect of its own sense only in 
relation to what is to be done. And thus, in the case of the 
word for which capacity has not been apprehended in respect 
of an existent thing, it is impossible for it to make that (kind 
of thing) known : hence, for the Vedantas too there is not 
making known of the true non-dual self. 

XXVI(a). Not thus. Do you say thus holding to the 
Bhatta view or holding to the Prabhakara view ? Not the 
first : for the Bhatta maintains the doctrine of relation among 
the signified. And it is thus that he sets forth the manner 
of learning. When a sentence is used by the superior elder, 
the listener infers through the activity of the intermediate 
elder that the effect of the word is the cognition of a relation 
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<of word’seneefi) as (reciprocally) gnali6ed and understands of 
the aggregate of words capacity in respect of a complex of 
senses. Herej in such usages as ‘Bring the cow, tie up the 
cow’ since through the processes of introduction and elimina- 
tion, (it is seen that) though the bringing and its relation 
(to cow) are inconstant, the cow alone persists even in the 
tying, one understands the word ‘cow’ to be related only to 
the (thing) ‘cow’, not to ‘bringing* or the relation thereto, 
which are inconstant. Thus, there being understood of all 
words capacity in respect of the nature of the word-senses 
alone, there is the expectancy ‘By what is the knowledge of 
relation conditioned ?’ ; then, through the co-presence and 
co-absence which are not otherwise explained, it is assumed 
that it is conditioned by the word-senses known from the 
words. Therefore, from words (arise) word-senses, and from 
word-senses (their) relation ; thus the relation is of the 
signified. And this being the case, in accordance with this 
view, capacity for the word is not in respect of its own sense 
as related to what is to be done, but only in respect of its 
own sense. Therefore, by the word ' futility ’ occurring in 
the aphorism (of Jaimini), it is not possible to say that for 
words which are not for the sake of activity, there is no 
signification. If then there be stated the non-existence of 
fruit, that is not (so) ; for, even if it be so for texts like ‘He 
howled*,^ it is not possible for the Vedantas, that declare 
Brahman of the t^ature of unsurpassable bliss, to be fruitless. 

XXVI(b). Now, then, let there be the second view; for, 
by the Prabhakara, who maintains the doctrine of signifi- 
cation of the related, there is not admitted as by the Bhatta 
the learning of unrelated word-senses. For, it is thus he seta 
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f-ortb the manner of learning* Immediately after hearing the 
words ‘Bring with the stick the white cow’, seeing the 
activity of the hearer in respect of bringing the cow, the 
learner understands, in the form ‘By this hearer there was 
understood from the words the to-be-done, that is, bringing 
the cow,’ the capacity of the aggregate of words in respect of 
the to-be-accompKshed which is related to an existent thing* 
Again, in such other usages as ‘Tie up the cow’, ‘Bring the 
horse’, since where the word ‘cow’ persists, there persists the 
form of cow as related to the to-be-accomplished, and when 
it is eliminated, there is eliminated the form of the cow only 
as related to the to-be-accomplished, it is assumed that for the 
word there is capacity in respect of the cow as related to the 
to-be-accomplished; for, though there is inconstancy of 
bringing and its relation, there is non-inconstancy of relation 
to the to-be-accomplished. And thus, in the doctrine of the 
signification of the related, there is not, as in the doctrine 
of the relation of the signified, the two-fold defect, viz., the 
denial of the primarily understood causality of words in 
respect of relation, and prolixity in interposing word-senses 
and their capacity between the sentence and the sentence- 
sense ; on the contrary, there is parsimony, in that the words 
themselves declare the relation. 


XXVI(c). This is not sound- Indeed, in difi’erent 
usages, it is not only relation to the to-be-accomplished that is 
invariably cognised, but also the relation to quality, sub- 
stance, activity and causal correlate. It is thus: in ‘Bring the 
white cow’ there is relation of the quality to the substance 
associated with generality, of the substance to the (object-) 
causal correlate that is the sense of the (accusative) suffix, 
agtun of the substance qualified by the sense of the sufiix to 
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the act, and of the act to what is enjoined as to-be-acconi< 
plished ; thus the relation to the tO'be<accomplisbed is remote* 
And this being the case, in order that there may result 
the acceptance of a non-remote relation, the capacity 
of the word should be admitted to be in respect of its 
own sense alone, unrelated to any other, because of parsi* 
mony ; otherwise there is the contingence of (the sentence) 
being a repetition If after understanding the capacity of 
words (to be) in respect of their own senses as related to what 
is to be accomplished, which (related senses) are apprehended 
by other evidence, there is subsequently the cognition of that 
much alone even from the evidence of the sentence, how could 
this not be a restatement ? Nor is there a non-remote relation 
for all word-senses with what is to be accomplished, in which 
case there would be capacity in respect of what is related 
thereto. If it be said that for the to-be-accomplished there is 
relation to the word-senses, consisting in being subsidiary 
and principal, here, what is said to be the principalness of 
what is to be accomplished ? Is it ownership or being the 
whole (of which the subsidiaries are parts) or accomplisha- 
bility by causal-correlates, or being the supreme end? Not 
the first, since ownership is impossible for what is non- 
intelligent* Not the second, since for other word-senses 
there is not the relation of being parts of what is to be 
accomplished. Not the third, since in every case what is 
accomplishable by causal correlates is but the act. Not the 
fourth, since the supreme end is but heaven etc. Therefore 
in order to obtain a single determinant, constant in all (cases), 
capacity should be admitted in respect of what is (merely) 
related to another. If the capacity should be in respect of 
what is related to the to-be-accomplished, then, that would 
not result for the word signifying what is to be accomplished 
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(i. 6., the lih-suffix), since there is not Another td-be’acCQm-i 
pHshed. If it be said that there is another to-be-accomplished, 
consisting in the stem-sense . ^of the verb), no: for' to- the 
stem-sense there does not belong in the first: instance the 
character of what is to be accomplished. When in o-rder to 
establish of what is enjoined as to-be-accomplished that it is 
accomplishable, the stem-sense relates (to that safiix-sense) siA 
its determinant {lit- content), subsequently there is, as having 
to be performed, the character of what is to be accomplished 
for that stem-sense which is expressed and is the instrument, 
but not at the time when the injunction relates- Nor may 
it be said that, for fear of inconstancy in respect of the one 
word whose significance is the to-be-accomplished, it does not 
stand to reason to abandon, what- is non-inconstaht in the 
ease of numerous (other) words, viz-, their signifying what is 
related to the to-be-accomplished; for, in that case; even 
of this character present in the sense, viz., being apprehended 
by some other means of valid knowlege, there is, because of 
its non-inconstancy, the contingence of -being the content 
of the capacity of the word- Then, .it may be said : ‘(Only) 
on the strength of co-presence and co-absence which- are not 
otherwise explained should there be assumed, in every case, 
the being-signified-by-the-word; but . the non-inconstancy of 
being apprehended by some other means of valid knowlbdge is 
otherwise explained as being the cause of usage ; for the use of 
words is possible only when the sense has been apprehended 
by some other means of valid knowledge, not otherwise; 
therefore there is not the said contingence’- Then, even the 
non-inconstancy of what is to be accomplished is otherwise 
explained. For the learning of the. learner results through 
the sight of the activity of the intermediate elder ; and 
without the cognition of what is to be accomplished, there is 
88 



not Iba activi^fey of tbe mtennediate elder : therefore, since the 
soii*tiie(»t8lancy of what is to be accomplished, which is the 
caase of the cognition of the proban$, viz., activity, is other* 
wise exfdaaned, what is to be acoompKshed is not the eonteDt 
the capacity of all words: And this being the case, even 
by sueh seniencos devoid of what is to be accomplished, as 
*i>evadatta, having eaten, has gone ont’, the valid knowledge 
of sense, that is cognised in ordinary experience, is intelli- 
gible* Nor may it be asked how there is learning where 
there is not what is to bo accomplished; for learning is 
possible even through the Nigbaptn, Grammar and teaching. 
Therefore, without requiring what is to be accomplished, 
words signify their own senses as related to others. 

XXV1(^* Now, if there be admitted the doctrine of the 
signiBcation of the related, the word ‘cow’ wonld signify its 
own sense as in relation to several correlates like bringing 
and tying ; and the word ‘bring’ (would signify) its own 
sense as in relation to nxany counter'correlates like cow and 
Imrse; and thns for the sentence 'Bring the cow’ the sense 
would not be a fixed one. If this be said, not so. The word 
’bring' fixes tbe particular counter-correlate related to the 
sense of the word ‘cow’ ; similarly, the word ‘cow’ fixes the 
particular counter correlate related to the serose of the word 
'bring’ ; thns, on tbe strength of the two words, there results 
the fixation of the sentence-sense. Now, even thns, for tbe 
word ‘cow’, the meaning is cowness related to bringing ; for 
the word ‘bring’ also (the sense is) the bringing related to 
eow'ness ; thus since there is no extra sense, for the two 
words there wonld be synonymity; nor may it be said that 
because of the relation of earlier and later as between the 
word ‘cow’ and the word 'bring’, there is difference of sense ; 
for, there is contingence of difference of sense even as 
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between the words 'abitagni* and ‘agnyihita’ <both of whuA 
mean ^be who has kindled the saorificial fire'). If this be st»4i 
not so. For merely from the word 'cow (in the aocnsative)' 
there is not cognised the cow’s relation to bringing; nor 
merely from the word 'teing' (is there cognised) relaition to 
‘oow’ ; but mutual rdatedness is cognised through the two 
words (togetiier) : therefore there is not the said defect' Now, 
when the word 'cow' is pronounced, why is there cognised 
only the form (akrti) of cow, not everything (though) not tile 
content of (the word’s) capscity We say that it is because 
of non-inconstancy and the multitude of residual impressions 
in the case of the form of the cow, while for the others there 
is inconstancy' Now when cowness is signified by the word 
‘cow’) the bringing related thereto is expressed by the other 
(word); similarly, when by the word ‘bring’ bringing is 
signified, the cowmess related thereto is expressed by the 
word ‘cow’ ; thus there is reciprocal dependence* If this be 
said, there is not this defect. At the stage of hearing the 
respective words, the res^ctive senses are cognised ; and after 
the pronunciation of the last word all the words remembered 
simultaneously express together the very senses previously 
signified, (but) as reciprocally related. And thus, whence the 
reciprocal dependence ? This has been said by 6alikan&tha : 
*The entire host of beard words have senses which are 
recalled and unrelated ; subsequently they make known the 
sentence-sense, the (reference to the) particular being esta- 
blished by reasoning’. 

XXVl(e), Nor is there thus non-distinction in sense 
from the doctrine of the relation of the signified. For, in the 

tThe translation follows the text as it stands : sftmarthyftvi^ayibhCltain*. It 
is suggested that Wisayibhdtam* is a better reading ; that wpu)d ^ea^ * 
t)i6 oontept of (the word's) capacity'. 
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doctrine of the relation of the signified, the words are 
exhausted with signifying the word-senses, tuid from the 
Word-senses there is the cognition of the sentence-sense* On 
the doctrine, however, of the signification of the related, the 
declaration of the sentence-sense belongs to the words themr 
selves ; this is the distinction. Therefore, since there is no 
defect in the doctrine of the signification of the related, since 
in the world there is seen a good deal of usage of such 
sentences devoid of what is to be accomplished, asdn 'The tree 
is fruit'-bearing’, and since even in the Veda there ar4 seen 
such sentences devoid of what is to be accomplished, as 'He 
who says vasat is to eat first (of the remnants of the sacrifice)’, 
'Therefore, Pnsan is he to whom belongs the well-kneaded 
portion’ it is established that the capacity of the word is only 
in respect of its own sense as related to some other. Though 
in these Vedic texts there is imported the word 'is to be done*, 
yet that importation is not for the establishment of the 
cognition of the sentence-sense, since there is cognition of 
t)iat even without the importation; but that importation is 
dependent pn the cognition of a novel (not already established) 
sense, a relation between^A substance and a deity. 

XXVII. As for what is shown by the aphorist (Jaimini) 
himself, who follows the empirical usage of elders (as the 
cause of learning), that the capacity of the word is in respect 
of its own sense (only) as related to what is to be accom- 
plished, in the words 'Therefore for existent things there is 
relation as subsidiary to rites’^ that subsidiariness to rites is 
stated there as of service to the topic (on hand), since what 
has been begun is the inquiry into dharma, but KOt in the 
view of the absence of capacity in respect of existent things; 
for, by the commentator (^abarasyamin) himself there is 
ipM. I,i,7(a6) 



IX, xxvii-xxix] 


NINTH VAR^fAKA 


589 


sbowti the syntactical relation for quality, the possessor of the 
quality etc>; as in the relation of qualification, the substrate 
of qualification, etc- Should the aporism of Jaimini be as* 
Burned to have for purport the non-existence of capacity in the 
word in respect of an existent thing, (only) then, there would 
be conflict with the aphorisms of Badarayana, which declare 
the harmonious relation of the Vedantas to Brahman, the 
one impartite essence. 

XXVIIT. Now; in such Vedantas as ‘Truth, knowledge, 
etc.,’ though for the stem-senses there may be syntactical 
relation as having the homogeneous Brahman for purports 
(yet) for the sense of the first case suffix, there being the 
syntactical relation as causal correlate, how is there the 
establishment of the one impartite homogeneity ? If this be 
asked, no ; for by Panini, the first case suffix is laid down in 
respect of the bare stem-sense (as also in respe-ct of gender and 
number). Though gender, number etc. are (also) cognised here 
by implication, (yet) because of conflict with such ^ruti texts 
as ‘a mere mass of consciousness’^ they (gender, number etc-) 
come to be indeterminable (and illusory). 

XXIX. Now Katy&yana lays down the importation of 
the act of existence in the usages of the first case suffix ; and 
thus when there is the importation ‘ Brahman that is truth 
knowledge, infinitude exists’ the impartiteness would suffer. 
If this be said, not so. In such usages as ‘These trees are 
fruit-bearing’, ‘This man is the King’s’, which culminate 
merely in (stating) a relation, since there is no use for the 
importation of the act of existence, there is not the importa- 
tion ; similarly is it to be understood even in the case of the 
Vedantas which culminate in the impartite sense. 

•Tftitt., II, 1 
9Maod., Q 
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XXX(a)< Further, even by him Wlio is absolutely 
devoted to aotion^ syntactical relation in respect of an existent 
thing should be stated in such sentences as ‘A brahmin is not 
to be killed for, an action is here impossible (as the sense), 
since the non-existence of killing consists in desistenoe from 
an act which is established (as possible). Nor does the nature 
of activity belong to desistence : for, it is of the nature of 
indifference* 

XXX(b) . Here, the Prabh«lkara says (thus). The word 
‘not’ expressing negation docs not relate to the brahmin, 
since it is not possible to deny the brahmin that is perceived. 
Nor to the killing which is the stem-sense; for, as appetent 
in the mind of the killer, the non-existence of killing is 
impossible. Nor is the sense of the tavya-suflfix, (understood) 
whether as the desire for the fruit, or the cause of appetency 
or the cognition of what is to be accomplished : for what is 
here perceived in any of the three senses of the suffix is not 
capable of being denied. Therefore, just as in ‘Look not at 
the rising sun’, there is enjoined the act of resolving not to 
see, which is opposed to the seeing, similarly here too is 
enjoined the act of resolving not to kill, which is opposed to 
the killing established by passion. 

XxX(c). This is not sound, Bince> for the word ‘not*, 
non-existence is the principal (sense). Nor is non-existence 
but another existent ; for, in that case there is the contingence 
of non-existence not being dependent on counter-correlates. 
Now even what is different from that and what is opposed to 
that are the senses of the word ‘not’ (and these are not 
dependent on counter-correlates) ; this has been said*: ^ ‘But 
the word nof is not a negater at all, when conjoined with 

I ^lokav&rtiks, p. 679 
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D0UQ8 and the stem'sense (of verbs) ; (tbe words) non-brakmin 
and non-dharma signify merely what is different and what is 
opposed’. Not so ; for there is secondary implication here, 
for the word ‘not’, as otherwise there is the contingence of 
what is illegitimate, the possession of many senses. But in 
‘liook not’, since the topic is the Prajapati vow, in order, to 
obtain a vow that can be performed, there is admitted in 
conformity with that (topic), even a secondarily implied sense 
for the injunction. There is not here any such cause for 
abandoning the principal sense and adopting a secondarily 
implied sense. Nor may it be said that the non-existence of 
killing is itself what is to be performed, since this is impossible 
in the case of antecedent non-existence, which is beginning- 
less. Otherwise there would not be established tbe empirical 
usage in the world of a distinction between prescription and 
prohibition. 


XXX(d). Now, if the sense of the word ‘not’ relate tA 
tbe stem-sense, then, indeed, the sense here would be the 
antecedent non-existence of killing ; but that syntactical 
relation is not easy, since the sense of the stem is supplemen- 
tary ; therefore, for the sense of ‘not’ there should be stated 
syntactical relation with the principal, the sense of the suffix. 
If this be said, even thus, there is not removed here the 
purport of denial for the word ‘not’. For the tavya-sufflx 
states an injunction. What is called an injunction is what 
is instrumental to the desired. . And thence, that instru- 
mentality to the desired which is established for killing in the 
view of the ignorant, and is the prompter of a person, that 
itself is restated by tbe tavya-sufiix and denied in the form 
‘killing a brahmin is not instrumental to the desired’. Nor 
qiay it be said that instrumentality to the desired is perceived; 
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for, the meaning of , ‘the desired' is that seen fruit which is 
not in conflict with the unseen fruit, while for killing there 
is conflict with the unseen fruit. Now, in the midst of the 
world, there is no human goal, which is devoid of evil 
whether here or hereafter ; therefore, let even that be the 
desired, which is in conflict with an unseen result. If this 
be said, true it is that every-whcre good is conjoined with 
evil ; yet that which is more good is a human goal, while 
what is more evil is not a human goal ; thus is their distinc- 
tion. And thus, killing a brahmin, which because of excess 
of evil is not a human goal, is expressly prohibited. As for 
(this sense) that there should be performed the destruction of 
the cause which calls up passion etc-, the causes of appetency 
in killing, that is cognised by implication. Nor is it possible 
to enjoin an implied sense, since it is not knowledge from 
verbal testimony, on the principle ‘And that, which is the 
sense by implication, is not the sense of an injunction’. 
Therefore, when this much is taught by the sastra, that 
killing is not desirable, but undesirable, it is understood even 
through co-presence and co-absence that the delusion of 
desirability, which is the cause of the passion for killing, 
should be destroyed. 

XXX(e). Now, even thus, since, by the tavya-suffix, an 
unseen result is declared here, this text has certainly a 
performance for purport. If this be said, no ; for in respect 
of the unseen result, not knawn from other evidencei there 
is no apprehension of relation (of the word thereto). If the 
unseen result be known from revelation itself and then the 
relation (of the word) thereto be apprehended, that would be 
the attempt to catch a crane (by putting butter on its head).' 
If it be said that there is the knowledge of that (unseen 
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result) because of the unintelligibility otherwise of tbe 
momentarily perishing sacrifice being instrumental to (long 
delayed enjoyment in) heaven, as declared in sruti, then the 
unseen result would not be the meaning of the word (being 
what is got at by presumption): for there is the rule that that 
is the meaning of the word which is not otherwise obtained. 
Otherwise, because of (enjoyment in) heaven not being 
established in the absence of relation to a body, senses, objects 
etc., there is the contingence of even the body etc- being the 
sense of the (tavya) suffix. Thus, therefore, even by him who 
is attached (to the view) that the capacity of the word is in 
respect of its own sense only as related to what is to-be- 
accomplished, there has to be admitted of (negative) sentences 
syntactical relation to existent things ; what is the fault of 
the Vedantas (that there should not be this admission in 
their case) ? 

XXXI(a). Nor may it be doubted that even though 
Brahman be known through the Vedantas, there would be no 
fruit in the absence of an injunction : for when by the 
knowledge of the truth nescience is removed, the removal of 
relation to the body etc-, produced by that (nescience), is the 
fruit. 

XXXI(b). If it be said that relation to the body is the 
product of karma, not the product of nescience, is karma 
natural to the self, or is it the product of the body ? Not the 
first, since intelligence is devoid of activity. Not the second, 
because of the contingence of reciprocal dependence as 
between karma and the body. If it be said that, because of 
the admission of a succession of particular karmas and bodies, 
there is no reciprocal dependence, there would result a blind 
succession* If it be said that, as in tbe case of the seed and 

39 
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sprout, there is no conflict, even thus, if like the relation to 
son etc., the relation to the body had karma alone for the 
cause, there is the contingence of figurativeness for the 
conceit of ‘I’ even in the body, as in son etc. ; and that does 
not stand to reason, since there is no well-known difference 
between the self and the body, as between the lion and 
Devadatta (who is spoken of as a lion); otherwise, there is 
the contingence of the absence of cognisership even through 
one’s own body, as through the body of a son etc. There- 
fore, the relation to body etc. has not karma for cause, but 
is the product of nescience. And it is removable by know- 
ledge of the truth. Hence it is that in the case of him 
who has seen the truth, sruti excludes transmigratoriness 
as (it existed) before, in ‘Having the sense of sight, but not 
having the sense of sight, as it were, having the sense of 
hearing, but not having the sense of hearing, as it were’ 
and so on- 

XXXII(a). Then, when there is knowledge of the 
truth, there should be immediately the decease of the body; 
if this be said, no ; for, by the sruti text ‘For him there is 
delay only so long as he is not released (from the body), then 
he attains’,^ there is understood the persistence (of the 
body) until the fruition of the residue of prarabdha karma* 
As for the text ‘His karmas are consumed’,^ that relates to 
karma which has not commenced (to take effect) on the 
principle that, leaving out the content of exceptions, (the 
text) applies to what is general. Though knowledge of the 
truth removes nescience that is the material cause of all karma 
without exception, yet it is not the removal of prarabdha 
karma, since it is itself the fruit of that (karma). That had 
t CMn^., VI, xiv, 8 
II, ii, 8 
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been said by the Preceptor: ‘These two — enjoyment and 
knowledge — are the fruit of the karma that has commenced 
(to take effect); non-conflict between them stands to reason: 
in the case of the other (karma), however, there is difference.’ 
Nor may it be thought that thus there is, for the jivan- 
mukta, the contingence of the co existence of the two 
contraries, the experience of the oneness of the self and the 
perception of duality. We do not, indeed, declare their 
simultaneity, but their origination and suppression in 
sequence- Nor is it that prior to the decease of the body 
there is not at all any immediate knowledge of the truth; for 
from the Purapas, knowledge of the truth, is understood (to 
exist) for Vyilsa etc-, who are certainly embodied- 

XXXII(b). Now just as even for him who has intuited 
the truth there is sometimes perception of duality, similarly, 
let there also be the performance of rites like the jyotistoma- 
If this be said, no; for, performance is dependent on the 
cognition of specifically regulated place, time, eligibility and 
agent; in the case, however, of him who has intuited the 
truth, there being no regulation of place or time for the 
defect^ caused by the karma which has commenced (to take 
effect), the persistence of that (defect), till the completion of 
the performance commenced, is not possible. If it bo said 
that there may be performance as (and when) possible, no; 
for, when by repeated knowledge of the truth there is 
sublation of the performed rites, there is no fruit for the 
performance. If it be said that the fruit is the removal of the 
sin accumulating every day, no; for, in the case of him who 
knows, relation to future sin etc. is impossible; or (even) 
if it be possible, it would be removed even by the daily 
intuition of the truth : for there is the smvti: ‘Even if 


^Peroeption of duality 
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yoti be the doer of the worst sin of all sins, you will cross 
all sins even with the raft of knowledge.’ ' 

XXXIKc.) If for him who has intuited the truth 
there can be no regulation by sastra, there would be action 
as he wills. If this be said, no ; for, action is caused by 
the desire for the attainment or avoidance of what is good 
or bad; in the case, however, of the jlvanmukta, who 
directly experiences even in his own self unsurpassable bliss 
and the removal of all evil without residue, since there is 
no desire for a human goal that is to be accomplished, there 
is no action at all; whence the contingence of action as he 
wills? As for activity like begging! that is based on the 
defect (consequent on) karma that has commenced (to take 
effect). Nor may it be said that in the same way, even merit 
and demerit might be caused by karma which has commenced 
(to take effect); for karma which has commenced (to take 
effect) is the cause in respect of fruit alone; of merit and 
demerit, however, the cause consists of nescience, attachment 
etc; and that (cause) is removed by knowledge of the truth. 
Nor is there to be apprehended a counter-argument (prati- 
band!) in the case of reflection and contemplation; for these 
too being instrumental, like hearing (study), are to be 
performed only prior to the intuition of the truth. 

XXXIII. Now since both difference and non-difference 
are real, the perception of duality is not sublated by the 
perception of the non-dual, in which case (alone) there 
would not be possible the engaging in action; nor may there 
be suspected intermixture (and confusion) of all in that, by him 
who maintains the doctrine of difference cum non-diffe- 
rence, it is not possible to state what defines the prima 
facie view, the final view etc. ; for, that is common 
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even to the doctrine of non-dualism. Not so; for in the 
doctrine of non dualism, for the world posited by maya, 
existence is settled as different, even as perceived. Brah- 
man alone being non-dual- On your view, however, 
intermixture is difficult to remedy. Nor may it be said that, 
though there be intermixture in empirical usage, release is 
unaffected; for, if the world be not removed by intuition of 
the truth, even the body-being-tbe-self, happiness, misery 
etc-j being unsublated, there is the contingence of non- 
release- If it bo said that there are difference and non-diffe- 
rence, the body being-the-self, etc , only in the stage of 
transmigration, even thus, how could there be remedied the 
reciprocal opposition between difference and non-difference? 
If it be said that there is no opposition, because of (both) 
being based on evidence, no. What is the evidence for it ? 
Is it only the single perception ‘ The cow is khapda’? Or 
is it (so) in conjun«^tion with a second cognition ‘The 
cow is mupda’ ?^ Or is it (so) in conjunction with a third 
cognition ‘This is that same cow’? Not the first, since in 
this cognition ‘ The cow is khapda’ there is not the presen- 
tation of (its) being different and non-different. Though 
there be not the verbal designation of difference and non- 
difference, there certainly exists the cognition of them; if this 
be said, no ; for in the case of those two, each of which is 
of the nature of the destruction of the other, presentation 
together is impossible. Now, between the genus and the 
particular, difference is certainly admitted ; because of each 
being of the nature of the other, non-difference too is admit- 
ted. If this be said, no ; for there is no admitted example 
in respect of differents being each of the nature of the other. 

iFor the expressicna and compare the analogout English 

UrniB *9hQrt*bom* and * bald-head*. 
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Not the seccnd ; for, the character of valid knowledge does 
not belong to the two cognitions taken together ‘The cow 
is khanda’ and ‘The cow is mi.n.ida’. Even then, that cow- 
ness wherein khanda nature was apprehended by the first 
cognition, in that same cowness, khanda ness is refuted and 
munda-ness apprehended by the second cognition ; hence 
by implication is established difference cum non-difference- 
If this be said, no ; foi*, in the absence of the recognition 
'This is that same cow ’ there is not established the relation 
of one cow-ness to both cognitions. Not the third, since 
it is not possible for three cognitions to be valid in respect 
of one thing. Nor is this the evidence, the un intelligibility 
otherwise of the three cognitions; for, in the case of the 
three cognitions ‘The letter A is short’, ‘The letter A is long’, 
‘ This is that same letter A ’, in the ab.sence of difference and 
non-difterence there is intelligibility even in dependence on 
shortness, length etc-, due to adjuncts- 

XXXlV- Now, though difference and non -difference 
be thus impossible, they may still exist in the self ; if this 
be said, no, since therein difference is not established. For 
oneness is inferred thus : the particular bodies, immovable 
and movable, which are in dispute, are ensouled by the very 
self belonging to the particular body of the disputant, since 
(each) is a particular body, like the particular body of the 
disputant- Now, the selves are different, because of being 
simultaneously the loci of contrary attributes like birth and 
death, in the same way as fire, »water, etc. (are different). 
If this be said, no ; for, birth etc., being located in the body, 
there is non-establishment of the ^ro6a«s. Nor if the self 
be one is there the contingence of the intermixture of happi- 
ness, mi-sery etc-; for, in reflections, though there is oneness, 
there is not seen intermixture of colours (pertaining to the 
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reflections of the same object in differently coloured media). 
The non* recollection by one of what has happened to an- 
other, this too is intelligible even because of bodily difference; 
for, in the case of even a single self there is not seen 
recollection in respect of past bodies etc. Nor may it be 
thought that though there be no reciprocal difference among 
the jjvas, there may be difference between the jiva and 
JSrahman. Perception does not apply here, since both the 
jiva and Brahman are supersensuous. Nor is it capable of 
being established by such probans as being the locus of 
contrary attributes ; for, there is inconclusiveness (of the 
probans) in the case of a prototype and reflections. Nor is 
the capacity of what is expressly declared, viz., being (related 
as) ruler and ruled etc , the evidence in respect of difference: 
tor that capacity (liiiga) is sublated by such sruti (e.xpress 
statement) as ‘Other than that there is no seer, other than 
that there is no hearer’^ etc-, which directly denies difference- 
Nor is there the establishment of difference through the 
sruti text ‘Two birds’^ etc., because of conflict with such 
sruti declarations of oneness as in ‘He who is in this purusa 
and he who is in the sun, he is one’"' etc.; (also) because the 
sruti declaration of duality is intelligible even as a restate- 
ment of the duality delusively established. Therefore diffe- 
rence and non-difference are not (both real) ; hence is estab- 
lished the sublation of the perception of duality by the 
perception of non-duality. 

XXXV. And thence, since the fruit results even from 

the intuition of Brahman, there is not to be suspected even 

a trace of injunction in the Vedantas. If there were, then 

there would result only one inquiry into dharma in sixteen 

iBrhr,lrir vii, 23 
aSvet., IV, 6 
*JTalU,, II, viii, 1 
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chapters* And thus, the separate commencement 'Then, 
therefore, the desire to know Brahman’ would not be intelli- 
gible. The different injunctions to be accomplished by 
the body and the senses have been set forth in the PUrva- 
mlmioinsU : here, however, the injunction to be accomplislied 
by the mind is set forth ; hence the separate commencement. 
If this be saidj then, it would be commenced only in the 
form ‘ Then, therefore, the inquiry into what remains of 
dharma’ ; but it is not so commenced. Therefore, only 
because of the difference between dharma and Brahman is 
there difference between the inquiries into the two* Thus, 
therefore, there being not even a suspicion of injunction, 
the harmonious relation of the Vedantas to Brahman Is 
extremely auspicious without any exception. 

The Vivarana together with many (other) works has 
been compendiously treated ; without the trouble of (study- 
ing) the Tiku, ^ let men disport themselves (with this) at their 
convenience* 

Though incapable of knowing the heart of the great 
(one), this work has been written with great devotion ; may 
Prakasatman" be pleased (therewith)* 

Since no other service is pleasing to the preceptor, 
Vidyatirtha, let this (work) filled with devotion be the service 
(rendered) to the feet of i^rl Vidyatirtha* 

1 I, , the Paiioiipadika, without a study of which, the Vivarauft, which U a 
coiauicniary thereon, will be uuintolligible* 

2 Author of the Vivarana. 
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brauches 
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Sampratti rite, 306, 307 

Saftkara (Commentator), 185, 
277 

Sankhya, 111, 118, 128, 129, 
142, 204, 36'^, 375, '384, 391, 
413, 428, 433 
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176, 182, 183, 194, 202, 208, 


213, 215, 221, 223, 228, 229, 
232, 233, 235, 236, 239, 241, 
247, 251, 255, 266. 268, 270, 
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